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CORRECTION 


On page 21 is found the following statement of Tom 
Doyle: “I think I blew in $10,000 down there some place.” 
Lest the reader should take this seriously, it might be well 
to state that this is merely a sarcasm, as both the financial 
report and the auditors’ report show that Tom Doyle spent 
no organization money on the trip in question. 


The report of Vern Smith and the dealings with the charges against him 


will be sent into the field and distributed among the membership free of 
charge. 
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, of the Industrial 7 


of the World 


The working class and the employing class have nothing in 
common. There can be no peace so long as hunger and want are 
found among millions of working people and the few, who make 
up the employing class, have all the good things of life. 


workers of the world organize as a class, take possession of the 
earth and the machinery of production, and abolish the wage 
system. 


We find that the centering of the management of industries | 
into fewer and fewer hands makes the trade unions unable to 
cope with the ever growing power of the employing class, The 
trade unions foster a state of affairs which allows one set of 
workers to be pitted against another set of workers in the same 
industry, thereby helping defeat one another in wage wars. More- 
over, the trade unions aid the employing class to mislead the 
workers into the belief that the working class have interests in 
common with their employers. 


These conditions can be changed and the interest of the work- 
ing class upheld only by an organization formed in such a way 
that all its members in any one industry, or in all industries if 
necessary, cease work whenever a strike or lockout is on in any 
department thereof, thus making an injury to one an injury to all. 


Between these two classes a struggle must go on until the 


fair day’s work,’’ we must inscribe on our banner the revolution- 
ary watchword, “Abolition of the wage system.” 


It is the historic mission of the working class to do away with 
capitalism. The army of production must be organized, not only 
for the every-day struggle with capitalists, but also to carry on 
production when capitalism shall have been overthrown. By 


Instead of the conservative motto, “A fair day's wage for a 


organizing industrially we are forming the structure of the new 
society within the shell of the old. 
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EXPULSION OF ROWAN ET AL. 


Wednesday Morning Session—Oct. 29, 1924. 


Dates (210-220): I move that if James Rowan, Harry Trotter, P. D. Ryan, Fred 
Bowerman, Charles Anderson et al. refuse to immediately withdraw the injunction 
and comply with the request of the Sixteenth General Convention of the I. W. WwW. 
they be immediately expelled by this convention from the Industrial Workers of the 
World, and the action of the convention be put to the general referendum vote of the 
membership. 

Murray (120): I second the motion. 

Oates (210-220): I have a little to say. We must act and go through with it. 
It seems now there is no possible chance of bringing anyone to reason in this matter. 
If they are going to put up bonds then it is time for action. 

Murray (120): We all know that both parties refused to put out a recall and 
they refused to recognize the membership, that is why I seconded that motion. 

Schwandt (330): I would like to make an amendment to read, that we strike 
out the part referring to placing this motion on general referendum vote of the 
membership. 

Oberman (110): Isecond the amendment. 

Schwandt (330): I don’t see why we can’t expel them without letting it go to the 
membership. Why create more wrangle about it. They ought to be expelled right 
now. Why waste any more votes on it. 

Leonard (310): I am absolutely opposed to the amendment. If you want to 
have this settled you must put it to a referendum vote. I believe we have no right 
to expel any member without having it go to a referendum. I believe it should go 
out so that the membership can decide. We will give all the details of the whole 
thing to the membership, and they will know about it. 

Erwin (230): I am in favor of the motion but opposed to the amendment. In 
a report made by the Administration Committee it said the lawyers asked Rowan if 
they would put it up to the membership, and they refused. That is the way I under- 
stand it, I don’t know the exact words, but I understand that the Administration 
Committee will agree to that. 

Gray (110): Let’s put it out on a referendum. 

Broman (120): I am in favor of the motion but opposed to the amendment. 
We have communications here from the membership requesting that this be put out 
on referendum, and I think it is our duty to do so. 

Henrikson (330): I didn’t get that motion quite clear. 

. .. The motion was read again. . . 

Henrikson (330): In the first place I am not in favor of the way the motion 
reads; and I am absolutely opposed to the amendment. Right in the Master in 
Chancery’s court Rowan, Ryan, Trotter and the rest refused to submit this to a referen- 
dum vote of the membership. If we turn around and refuse to submit it to a referen- 
dum vote we place ourselves in the same position. The only way to settle this matter 
is by a referendum vote of the entire membership. 

The reason I am opposed to the motion is because it reads, ‘““Rowan, Trotter, 
Ryan, Bowerman, Anderson et al.” That means all of them. I am opposed to ex- 
pelling Griffith. I think we should take up his case separately. 

I am in favor of expelling the rest of them and putting it on, a referendum vote. 

Mann (110): This motion is not clear at all. It says, “If.” What is the 
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idea of the “if.” They have refused, what more do you want? Isn’t that sufficient? 
Why do we have to go on saying, “If.” They have already refused half a dozen 
times. Let’s get down to brass tacks and settle it once and for all. 

Oates (210-220): I want some action taken on it. 

Chairman Welinder: Did you say you were willing to strike out the word ‘“‘if.” 

Oates (210-220): If it makes it more explicit, yes. 

Chairman Welinder: We will change it then. 

... . The motion was read with the proper correction. ... 

Mann (110): Iam opposed to this motion for it seems to me that we are afraid 
to take action. According to this motion it would seem we have no power to expel 
them without a referendum vote. It says plainly in the constitution that a conven- 
tion has the power to expel them, and if the decision of the convention is not satis- 
factory to those expelled they have a right to appeal to the membership. 

Furthemore, as far as I am personally concerned, it seems absolutely foolish for 
workers that have the principles of the Industrial Workers of the World and assemble 
as a body, a supreme body of the I. W. W., to ask for a general referendum ballot 
for crooks and fakers, the biggest fakers the working class have ever seen. They 
should be ashamed of themselves. 

Oberman (110): There has been quite a discussion going on about putting this 
out on a referendum ballot. It seems to me that the delegates are passing the buck 
to the membership, and haven’t the guts to take a stand and expel them on this 
floor. You asked them to come up here and begged them to come up here and now 
you want the membership to settle it. I say expel them here. I wouldn’t recognize 
them if they had a thousand cards or a million dollars, Griffith nor anyone else. 
They are fakers of the worst kind, and I wouldn’t even waste a piece of paper on 
them. 

Now you want to pass the buck. I thought I belonged to a revolutionary labor 
organization, but it looks more like a kindergarten. I say expel them on this floor. 
If the membership isn’t satisfied they will holler about it. The communications said 
whatever actions we take they will abide by. There were only two communications 
that asked that it be put on a referendum ballot. They want you to expel them 
right here. Griffith too, he is just as much of a faker as the rest. I say expel them 
right on this floor. If you put it out on a referendum ballot and they become mem- 
bers again, I will get out. 


Chairman Welinder: We are discussing this question, it seems, from the prin- 
ciple that was laid down. I want to say I don’t take that into consideration. I have 
only one thing in view. Yesterday there was a question up about the G. E. B., and 
it was conclusively shown, and I agreed, that they have no more power than the 
membership is willing to give them. This is an affair that concerns all the industrial 
unions. If it is going to be settled it must go out to the membership to be voted 
upon. ‘i 

Whom do we represent? It is easy enough for us here to win a victory. Will 
that settle matters? We want to take a stand, certainly. I am not afraid of a 
referendum. If the majority of the members of the I. W. W. say that those men 
shall not be expelled I will no longer be a member of the I. W. W. Don’t forget 
that. I want the membership themselves to state what the I. W. W. is. This will 
give the membership a chance to declare themselves, whether or not they believe in 
the freakish, foolish, treacherous, rotten things done by Rowan and his clique. Don’t 
you forget it, when this matter comes up I have a tale to tell you. This has not been 
hatched here. There are numerous fellow workers involved in this. They have 
hatched this plot for months and months before it came up on this floor. It was not 
hatched in Chicago. It was hatched among the membership in the rank and file. 
The foundation of what cropped out here was laid there. I demand that this go out 
to a referendum vote. I demand that everything pertaining to this be known to the 
rank and file, and so long as there is any possible chance I will see that they know 
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every bit of what is going on here. Don’t try to hold it back from the rank and file. 
We claim to represent them. Let us see whom we represent, and if they decide not 
to expel them I will not stay here any longer. 

Mann (110): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates: Much 
has been said on this floor with reference to whether or not this should go to a 
referendum vote. I, for one, claim that it should not go to a referendum vote, 
because we are consistently claiming that the membership should know everything, 
and I am willing to tell them everything, but we will have to put out a mass of 
evidence with it, but that is beside the issue. I contend that is just exactly what 
Rowan and the rest wanted. They want to throw the membership into the throes 
of more agitation and dissension so that they can go out among the membership and 
propagate. 

I have read all the communications that have come in in here for the last three 
or four days, and every one of them showed the trust the membership has in us, 
and even gave us words of confidence. If Rowan and his gang want to make an 
appeal after the decision of this convention, they have a right to do so. 

I will agree with Fellow Worker Welinder that this has not been hatched in 
Chicago, for I, too, have something to say about it. It was not hatched in Chicago, 
at least so I found out to my sorrow when I was in the field. I have seen many 
sneaky individuals who are hiding themselves behind the so-called rank and file, who 
are willing to strip the organization of every principle it has, but if it comes down 
for the unity of this convention to send it to a referendum ballot, I will vote for it, 
for the unity of this convention, for there are more important things to be done 
at this time. 

It is not just a question of expelling Rowan, but it is a question of weeding out 
all those who may follow in his footsteps in the future, and if the argument is based 
upon those grounds I will support it. I have no use for those individuals. 

Furthermore, if we are going to put it to a referendum ballot I want all those 
who aided also to go on a referendum ballot. I contend that John Grady is just as 
responsible as Rowan and his gang. If you are going to put him on a referendum 
ballot then put John Grady on a referendum ballot too. I have more respect for a 
crook gunman who will come out and tell you that he is one than for a man who 
will hide behind the walls and put up a nice appearance and not declare himself. Is 
there any question in anyone’s mind that John Grady is not connected with it? 
Where are his headquarters located? In a fine place, right above a detective agency. 
That is the nearest form of communication for people of that sort. 

There is another man, Charles Anderson. He is equally responsible. He is abso- 
lutely responsible for the act. 

There is another question as far as Raddock is concerned, we will settle. 

How about this man Justus Ebert? He was the man who was sending out the 
propaganda. He said the injunction was a just means by which the I. W. W. should 
settle the dispute. He should also be expelled from the I. W. W. 


Now, Fellow Workers, there has been a plot hatched, and if a plot was hatched 
all the men, the minor as well as the major contributors to that plot, should be 
driven out of the I. W. W. just like a pest. If you are going to expel anyone on 
referendum ballot, every one, no matter who it is, who caused this controversy in 
the organization should be put on a ballot for expulsion. If you don’t drown them 
out now two or three years from now they will have strength enough to clean out 
your whole I. W. W. Get them all out of the organization. 


Hanson (110): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates: I 
agree with the previous speakers that they ought to be kicked out of here. For the 
sake of unity of the convention I voted that it go out on a referendum ballot. I 
am just curious to know what I belong to. I have belonged to the I. W. W. for 
eleven and a half years, and I would like to know just what the membership will do 
in this case. I want to know if they will take a stand. My membership card also 
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depends on what the membership is going to do in this case. I, like the others, will 
be through after eleven and a half years if they are not expelled. 

I realize that this convention can pass a motion to expel them, and that might not 
settle the controversy. It might and it might not, but if the membership votes as a 
body, the majority to expel this crowd, it will settle it. If they vote not to, it won’t 
settle it, but if they vote to sustain the action of this convention I think it will settle 
this controversy at least. 

I am like Fellow Worker Mann. I want to see the others on that list. That 
motion does not include that provision. I believe it says, ‘‘All those who refuse to 
withdraw the injunction.” Now, John Grady cannot withdraw the injunction, neither 
ean Justus Ebert or anybody else. 

Now take Dr. Frederick A. Blossom of Paterson, New Jersey, who has played 
an important part. He got so rank with his stuff in endorsing this stuff that -even 
they repudiated him. They issued a statement to the effect that they were not 
responsible for any bulletins circulated by one Frederick A. Blossom. He put out 
stuff last year on a previous controversy. He has been in the I. W. W. the last 
few years. : 

John Grady also has been a storm center. He is clever enough always to keep 
his skirts clean. You never see his name signed to anything. I doubt if he will 
testify for this bunch. He should be their star witness. He is such a smooth 
talker, but I think he is too shrewd to testify. He should be kicked out, and Ander- 
son also. 

I am also in favor of doing as a fellow worker suggested, making a separate 
clause for Griffith just to see what the membership will do with it. I want to know 
what the membership is going to do. It is up to them to settle this controversy. I 
think if this convention wants a referendum ballot to go into the field on this question 
it is not going to cost any more, it will go out anyhow, and it should be worded in 
such a way that there can be no mistake made. That motion leaves things wide open. 
It is left up to the ballot committee or whatever it is you are going to call it. It 
leaves the power in their hands to put in whatever names they want. I say every 
name should be down there if you want to expel them. I think that motion should 
be stricken off the minutes and a new one made. 

Chairman Welinder: I want to say the only thing the chairman can entertain 
at this time is a motion of this kind giving the names on the injunction. When that’ 
is done you can pass as many motions and include as many names as you care to. 
At this stage of the gama all I can entertain is a motion such as this giving exactly 
the names as on the injunction. That is why I accepted it. If afterwards you want 
to pick out those other individuals you have mentioned who appear during the hearing, 
it is your privilege to do so, and act in their cases as you see fit, but you cannot do it 
this time according to the motion you have passed here. 

Erwin (230): Fellow Worker Gray mentioned that the G. E. B. repudiated 
statements put out by Blossom. Are you aware of the fact that he sent out papers 
condemning the injunction before they made that statement? 

Gray (110): I am just taking their word for it. They said in their own 
bulletin that Blossom put out leaflets endorsing their stand, and I am taking their 
word for it. 

Cole (110): My point of information is this: If this motion is passed and 
acted on by this body and then Rowan, Trotter, Bowerman and the rest want to 
appear on this floor, will they be given a hearing? 


Chairman Welinder: Certainly. According to a previous motion, any time they 
show up on this floor they will receive a hearing. 


Gray (110): If this convention goes on record to expel them they are expelled 
immediately, before the referendum is out, and no expelled member can have the 
floor—only with special permission. 


Chairman Welinder: I want to remind you to concentrate on the motion itself. 
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Hanson (110): Fellow Worker Murray, did I understand you to say that both 
sides refused to submit this question to a referendum? 

Murray (120): According to the constitution, yes. 

Hanson (110): Then I take exception to that statement. According to the con- 
stitution it requires five months. This controversy started on or about July 15th, 
and therefore the result of the referendum will not be known until about the 20th of 
December. It will take from the middle of July to Christmas to get a referendum 
ballot. 

Furthermore, here are statements which I received through the mail from Arthur 
Linn and William Hanley calling for a convention for the main purpose of settling 
this controversy. 

I also have communications from Tom Doyle and Joe Fisher which I received 
while I was a delegate in the field. Doyle, Fisher and Morris have come on this 
floor and we have written communications with their signatures in which they say 
they recognize this convention. 

Certain members have not been willing to recognize the rank and file whether it 
was put on a referendum vote or settled by this convention. 

In regard to the statements of certain delegates here that there is not room enough 
for them, I hardly agree with them. I am strictly in accord with them on that plan, 
but I would like to say further I have talked to some of the old timers whom I know, 
because I have a large acquaintance among them, and it seems to be the unanimous 
sentiment that if Rowan and the rest stay in, they will get out and stay out. This 
would mean the disintegration and death of the I. W. W. in a short time. 

Chuba (440): I would like to know who this Dr. Blossom is. 

Chairman Welinder: He is a doctor. That question is irrelevant, and has no 
bearing upon this case. 

Fisher (110): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates: I am 
opposed to the amendment myself in regard to the referendum ballot, but in the 
motion should be included they refused a referendum themselves. I have nothing 
in common with that bunch myself. Furthermore, we must know in detail where 
this started and not take action on all of them right away. 

I am in favor of getting the motion to expel these fellows ratified by the 
membership. I am not doing it for unity’s sake, as some of you say, but I am 
doing it as a matter of good judgment. In my opinion, there is no question if it 
is put on a referendum vote but that they will be expelled, and it will not cause a 
disturbance among the membership, because I think after the minutes of this con- 
vention are published and the delegates go back to their particular districts and the 
membership finds out everything, the sentiment will be pretty much unanimous with 
the exception of a locality here and there where a few will insist on trying to support 
those fellows. By sending it out for the ratification of the membership we are only 
taking a possible argument away from those fellows that they might make later 
on that the convention was not willing to send it out to the membership. 

It is not exactly a matter of passing the buck. The convention is taking a 
stand. The convention is going to expel them. If I understand the ruling of the 
Chair correctly, if this motion carries they are expelled immediately, and it is just 
a matter of sending it out to the membership for ratification. If they approve of it 
these fellows are expelled for good, and if they disapprove of it that means they 
will be reinstated. 


Some Fellow Workers got up here and mentioned other names. I am of the 
same opinion as the chairman; if they want to take any action on those fellows 
separately, they can do so. 

I am going to vote in favor of the motion, but really I would like to see the matter 
come up in a way that would give me a chance to vote strictly on the question of 
whether I approve of the injunction, that is in taking out the injunction, or not. 
The way the motion stands we are not definitely taking a stand against the injunction 
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in the first place. It might be interpreted we are expelling them for not appearing 
tfefore the convention. I would rather have had the proposition of taking out the 
injunction come up first, and then of condemning them for not appearing before the 
convention. The way it stands now the issue is not quite as clear as I would like to 
have it. 

... Chairman Welinder read the motion again... 

Fisher (110): I would like a point of information. Did Kapon take his place 
on this injunction? 

Oates (210-220): If it is absolutely necessary to do so I will put forty names 
on it. The words “et al” include everybody, and I think that is sufficient. Why 
harp and cry about something like that? 

Gray (110): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates: Charles 
Anderson was the one who signed the injunction and so far he has not taken his 
name ‘off it. Sam Kapon never had his name on the injunction, and as far as 
we know he is maybe on his way here now. I think his transportation was advanced 
him. He can’t take his name off because it was never on. 

Chairman Welinder: Will it be all right to put just the names in that actually 
were attached to the injunction? 

Oates (210-220): Why, certainly. 

Murray (120): Does that include Charles Anderson and Griffith? 

Fisher (110): Six men applied their names to the injunction, and everything 
was supposed to be turned over to Griffith and McMurphy. Would that include 
Griffith and McMurphy or just those who signed it? 

Oates (210-220): These little things are not in the resolution at all. The 
resolution at the present time is directed against these men who are carrying on 
the proceedings. It is not the controversy. This is aside from the controversy 
which will come up for hearing. I want some action taken upon these people now 
who are insisting on going on with the proceedings. That is the sense of the 
resolution. 

Jordan (110): I could hardly be in favor of the amendment because it isn’t 
complete. It doesn’t set a definite date. If they should appear in front of the 
body before adjournment of this convention they can be given a hearing and’ 
another decision can be taken on it. I am in favor of expelling them. I am willing 
to appear at any time in front of any body of the membership of the I. W. W. to 
approve of my action on them. I would like to have them brought before this 
convention, give them a certain time, not wait two or three days or two or three 
hours. The capitalistic judge doesn’t do that to you. He turns around and gives 
you a certain time. If you can get a postponement, all right. We are not under 
industrial democracy, so I believe they ought to be expelled from the I. W. W. 
entirely because there is no room for such people in the organization, and also 
a lot of their contemporaries. The question ought to be brought up later as to 
those who have put out leaflets in regard to this organization, so I am hardly in 
favor of the amendment. 

Cole (110): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Workers: I am surely 
opposed to this going out to a referendum vote, especially for these particular 
individuals who have gone into the masters’ court with the injunction. I can’t 
understand why the delegates refuse to take a defintie stand on this proposition. 
It seems you want to give them privileges that other members of the I. W. W. have 
been deprived of. In the history of the I. W.W. time and time again fellow 
workers have been expelled for violating some principle of the I. W. W. There have 
been stool pigeons of many descriptions expelled by members of the I. W. W. 

These fellows have already gone to the extremes. They have violated the funda- 
mental principle of industrial unionism and you want to pass the buck to the 
membership. They have already told you, the administration committee here, they 
were not willing to let the membership settle the proposition by a referendum vote. 
They have come right out and declared themselves. What more do we want? 
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I claim if this thing goes to a referendum vote it is going to cause more 
dissension and more confusion. We all know there are certain ignorant members 
of this organization who will support James Rowan and the other bunch of fakers. 
We all know if he were to come up here right now in the uniform of a policeman 
with a badge on, a gun in one hand and a club in the other, there are people liere 
who would still stand by him, like a lot of old washwomen who don’t know what they 
are talking about. 

There are some industrial unions that have already gone on record to support 
James Rowan and the injunction, and we have letters instructing the convention 
to support James Rowan and his so-called G. E. B. How do we know what they will 
do when they go back into the field? 

I say expel them right here. Not only them, but all those who are responsible 
for creating a sentiment in the field and all those who are in favor of backing up 
the injunction. 

Chairman Welinder told you a little while ago that this thing wasn’t hatched 
in Chicago. Later on there will be evidence produced on this floor showing who 
the responsible parties are.. I am not in favor of putting this on a referendum 
vote. If that is the case all of us, regardless of who we are or what we have 
done, reserve the same right to go out here and become stool pigeons. It is 
ridiculous. Are you afraid to take a stand? 

Oberman (110): I want a point of information. Was Doree tried on this 
convention floor last year? 

Chairman Welinder: I don’t know. 

Speed (510): Iam in favor of the motion, but I am opposed to the amendment. 
Some of the fellows here seem to be afraid of putting anything on a referendum, 
afraid we are going to take a stand. The rank and file, I don’t know where they 
get all the information from, that some of the members here are instructed in 
favor of the Rowan and Doyle factions. I am demanding proof right here that such 
accusations be submitted right here. I can also stand here like a fool and say 
the other thing is right. I can also stand here and say there is a faction and they 
are supposed to support Doyle and his faction. I have no other proof for it but 
just what these fellows are doing. I don’t know if they are or not, but if that 
is the case I can do the same thing. 

If anything I have said here isn’t open and above board, I want it proven. If 
I couldn’t trust the membership with anything that is taken up here, why I wouldn’t 
belong to the I. W. W., and if this goes out on a referendum ballot and these fellows 
stay in, you can have my card, too. 

One of the fellow workers said he wants to get to the bottom of this thing and 
investigate. So do I. I want to state that it has been impossible to get to the 
bottom of this thing. Our officials up there, we call them that, have stopped us in 
every possible way they could from getting such information. I have asked Buchwald 
and Ryan several times to give us some information, but I could not get it from 
them, and for such action they should be expelled, I will admit that, but we want 
the rank and file to know all these things. I am not afraid to tell them what I 
think about them. _— 

My view of this proposition is this, I believe these men ought to be expelled, and 
I believe they should have been expelled before this time. I believe they have 
furnished enough evidence to convince every man in the organization that they 
deserved being kicked out. 

. So far as I can understand it from the communications that have come in here, 
the membership will support the action of this convention. I believe that will be 
the attitude of the membership all over, but I say this convention has a perfect 
right to expel them without a referendum. The convention of the L W. W. is the 
supreme power. Appeals can be made to the convention, which is the last resort. 
The convention has a right to expel them as it sees fit, because we are the court of 
last resorts. A referendum is not necessary in this organization whether men shall 
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be expelled or not. I contend that the easiest way to solve this problem is for this 
convention to expel these men, and then send out information to the branches, 
without going to the enormous expense of furnishing all the evidence to the 
membership because they are entitled to know every bit. I think that is an expense 
we should not go to. Our condition doesn’t warrant it, and yet they are entitled 
to all that evidence. 

We must take some action. The fact is that the convention has put itself on 
record a half a dozen times to expel men from the organization without a referen- 
dum, and there have been no protests whatsoever, consequently that shows that the 
membership has endorsed the action of the conventions in the past. How many have 
been expelled that way? Quite a number. No protests have been made. 

Why put this out on a referendum all of a sudden. That is what I want to 
know. Those men should have been expelled a week or more ago. A man who 
ean’t see that, can’t see anything. After I was in town only twenty-four hours 
they could have thrown the whole bunch overboard so far as I was concerned. I 
think their actions warranted us expelling them! right then and there. 

We are supposed to be an organization of the working class, a revolutionary 
organization, and yet we handle one group of men with kid gloves and another with 
a boot. I believe in treating all men alike. I believe they should be expelled. 
You can send it out on a referendum if you like, it matters little or nothing to me. 
I am satisfied when the organization gets the facts they will expel these men, 
but J really don’t see the necessity for going through that in order to expel them. 

In the first placé a referendum has little value for the reason that it doesn’t 
express the will of the membership. Here is 510, for instance, is that the voice 
and sentiment of the membership? Not by a jugfull. It doesn’t represent the 
membership at all. No referendum ever represented the membership, to my knowl- 
edge. Most of the membership don’t ever see the referendum, only a certain few 
who hang around the halls vote on it. We are kidding ourselevs, because it doesn’t 
represent the membership. It never has. In all the elections of officers, they have 
been elected by a small group, which shows that a referendum has little or no 
value. 

Nelson (310): I am not in favor of sending this out on a referendum ballot. 
The majority of the membership sent in telegrams demanding the expulsion of these — 
injunctioneers right away, and therefore I am in favor of expelling these men at 
this time. I don’t think it is necessary to spend any more money, it has cost enough 
money already, and it will cost more before we adjourn. A good many of the 
membership would never see the ballot. 

We have the power to expel these men right now, and I am in favor of doing it. 

Fisher (110): I would like to get a point of information. Somebody said 
something about sending out evidence. How about these minutes? 

Chariman Welinder: They are just as good. 

Swanson (310): I am in favor of the motion. I am in favor of having this 
put to a referendum ballot and letting the membership decide. I don’t believe the 
membership is in favor of the injunction, but I think this is the first time in the 
history of the I. W. W. that members placed an injunction against the I. W. W., so 
I would like to see what stand the membership will take. 

Mann (110): I would like a point of information. How was Sherman expelled 
from the I. W. W.? 

Speed (510): He was just expelled. 

Mann (110): There was no referendum ballot? 

Speed (510): I amend the motion to this effect, that a statement be sent out 
to the branches stating that this convention has expelled these individuals, and 
asking for their approval. 


Chairman Welinder: I can’t accept that statement because you must act first. 
Broman (120): I would like to have the floor. 
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Mann (110): I move that Fellow Worker Broman be given the floor. 

Nelson (310): I second the motion. 

...- The motion was carried... 

Broman (120): My understanding is this: this convention has the power and 
authority to expel these men, and there is no argument about that at all. The only 
reason I want to see a referendum is that I want to know who is who in the 
I. W. W., and I will dlso state if the right parties do not compose the I. W. W. 
I shall refuse to be a member of it. 

There is no argument about the powers of this convention in expelling these 
people for installing the injunction in the first place, and in the second place for 
refusing to withdraw it, but I think there should be a distinction made between the 
two. There is also another reason, they were not in favor of submitting it to a 
referendum. When we were asked that question by the attorney if we would be 
Willing to submit it to a referendum of the membership we said yes, and Ryan 
immediately said, “No, we don’t want any referendum.” Now you want to go on 
record that you don’t want a referendum. There is no argument about the power 
of this convention, but I want to see who don’t want to expel them. 

Mann (110): I want to ask a question. Fellow Worker Oates, would you be 
willing to make it more simple, some don’t understand about applying for the 
injunction and refusing to withdraw it. 

Oates (210-220): I look upon this motion not as a part of the controversy at 
all. It is for their action since the controversy. 

Chairman Welinder: You may deal with that all you want after a while. 

Swanson (310): We want a record vote on that. 

Chairman Welinder: A record vote is ealled for. You all know what the 
amendment is, to strike out the clause pertaining to the referendum. 

...A record vote was taken and the amendment was lost... 

Oates (210-220): Seeing that the amendment is defeated I will take up very 
little time. My idea in getting it out on a referendum is that I want the membership 
to see they have a right to vote on it. The question has also come up of ‘passing 
the buck to the members. I maintain we are not passing the buck to the members. 
We are asking for a ratification of our action. 

Fellow Worker Speed said it wasn’t necessary. I want to eliminate what happened 
in 1922. At that time those expelled declared that the convention refused to put it 
out to a referendum vote. By letting the members vote you will see just where they 
stand. 

Chairman Welinder:, We will now hear of the vote. 

... The motion was carried... 

Chairman Welinder: The motion was carried and the fellow workers are 
expelled. 

Cole (110): Iwant to be recorded as being in favor of the expulsion direct from 
the floor of this convention without putting it to a referendum vote of the membership. 

...Oberman (110) and Chuba (440) wanted to be recorded the same as Cole 
(110)... 

Thursday Afternoon Session—October 30, 1924 

Speed (510): Is it in order for me to make a motion now? 

Chairman Welinder: Yes. 

Speed (510): My motion is that we rescind the action taken to send out to 
referendum vote the expulsion of Ryan, Trotter, Rowan, Bowerman, etc. 

The motion was seconded by Oberman (110). 

Murray (120): I move for a roll call vote on that. 

The motion was seconded by Swanson (310). 

Fisher (110): I want to make an amendment to include also Walker Smith and 
those fellows that the convention expelled on account of the bond proposition. My 
amendment is to get an amendment to include all. If we are going to send any 
out, we are going to send all out. If we are going to. expel some of them for 
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jumping bond in California, I think an amendment should be made to include all 
of them. 

Walquist (510): I want to get a point of information. Is this question part of 
the controversy, I mean the motion we made in regard to putting it to a refer- 
endum vote? 

Chairman Welinder: Yes, it is part of the controversy. 

Walquist (510): Wasn’t there a motion made that certain men weren’t able 
to vote on account of charges? 

Erwin (230): I would like to make a point of correction. The motion was that 
anybody that had charges preferred against any one concerning the controversy, 
and I wish to say I haven’t any charges preferred against anybody in this con- 
vention. 

Murray (120): I am against that motion on these grounds: the membership in 
the field, the builders of this organization, want this on a referendum vote. Read 
the minutes. They want this on a referendum. They want to see what is going 
on at this convention. They want to know everything that is done here so they 
ean have a chance to have something to say, and it was refused. 

Now, the membership is paying the dues in this organization, and they have a 
right to have something to say on this question, and this question will not be settled 
by this convention as long as it doesn’t go on a referendum vote. There will be a 
split. I am here trying to hold that split from going any further than it has. 

Walquist (510): I want to know why my vote wasn’t challenged yesterday? 

Leonard 310): When Fellow Worker Oates made that motion he said that had 
nothing to do with the controversy. 

Anderson (310): That motion to rescind is ridiculous to say the least. It only 
draws a kind of a screen to try to cover up something. We have gone on record, 
and I came in here as a representative of the I. W. W. The membership sent me 
in here and demanded that this go on a referendum ballot. We have minutes galore 
asking for these things and approving of our action provided we put it on a ballot. 
Now you want to tamper with the same thing again, taking up a lot of time. 

I am opposed to it, and I want myself recorded in the minutes to that effect, 
too. 

Mann (110): I got up on the floor yesterday and I told you that as far as I 
was concerned I at that time was opposed to it going to a referendum ballot, but 
I was in favor of expulsion. It is foolish to come up here and try to rescind an 
action, it is foolish to do so. 

The membership. We know all about the membership. Does the membership 
know anything about this proposition. The membership in Spokane says Jim Rowan 
is right. They won’t recognize this convention. Is that right? 

When I read that telegram from Spokane today, and the membership tells me 
that the injunction is right, I don’t think I want to give these fellows the right to 
make the I. W. W. legalize an injunction. You say you are not in favor of creating 
a split in the I. W. W. All right, those who will pull away from the I. W. W. because 
Jim Rowan is expelled and his gang, let them go. We don’t want them in the 
I. W. W. 

Then they tell us that two, three or four places don’t recognize this convention. 
The rest back up this convention. They ask for a referendum ballot. Referendum 
ballot on what? On the outcome of this controversy? 

Listen, if you explain to them just exactly what is what they don’t want to have 
a chance to vote on the matter at all. It isn’t a question of taking away the power 
to vote on it. They pay 50 cents dues. We know that. I learned that in 1916 
when I joined the I. W. W., but the question remains.whether it will give an oppor- 
tunity to Jim Rowan and his gang to tour the country and tell them they are right. 
They haven’t started their propaganda yet. They say, “We don’t recognize you.” 

Before Doyle got up on this floor today (I don’t have to defend him), I thought 
perhaps there was something to this question of gunmen. I thought there was some 
evidence that there was some violence or something unusual. The same men here 
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that wanted these things to be boiled out got up and asked questions and had them 
answered, and did not refute them. The others didn’t come up. Nobody is here 
to prove anything, and I can only accept facts at their face value, and for me to 
say, “Well, I am going to put it out to a referendum ballot so as to give those in 
favor of Rowan a chance,” is a joke. 

I disown them as fellow workers, the same as I disown Jim Rowan right now. 
The piercing eyes of some of you don’t hurt me a bit. I am not hiding behind a 
smoke screen in order to cover up something I have in mind. I speak the truth 
fully and fearlessly, and I know nine-tenths of the membership don’t want it to go to 
the membership ballot. You don’t like it, I know you don’t. 

But I tell you, surely it is a waste of time, 200 votes here, 300 votes over there. 
I suppose the votes you delegates are holding here from the field the membership 
are right back of you to see that you are casting those votes right. I suppose that 
is rank and file rule too. I am opposed, absolutely opposed to having it go to a 
referendum ballot. I know what is in back of it. 

Chairman Welinder: I want to say in regards to this if all of you other fellows 
want to make monkeys of yourselves, you can. I, for one, absolutely refuse. You 
claim you are representing the members of the I. W. W. as friends. You are afraid 
to pass it back to the membership. I don’t care if they vote it down. Let them do it. 
I know my place is not in the I. W. W. if they let them stay here. Allow them to 
express themselves. If you are afraid to face the music, then I can’t help it. 

If a roll call vote is excusable, it is here. The membership of the various dis- 
tricts which you represent have instructed you to do it. I am going to cast my vote 
in favor of not rescinding it. 

Swanson (310): Mr. Chairman and Delegates: If anybody here wants to make 
a motion like that to rescind the action, let them do it, and the membership will see 
that we do not depend upon them. I, for my part, was instructed to do as I thought 
best. All those telegrams have said that they concur with the convention. They 
believe the convention is constitutional, but I say it must go out on a referendum 
ballot, and they have proven that it must. I, for one, will say no to this, and will 
vote against rescinding anything. 

Henrikson (330): I heard on this floor, if I am not mistaken, talk on the same 
question for two hours yesterday, and if any member or any delegate is not able to 
make up his mind I frankly must admit he has his brains in his pocket, for that 
reason I will not say any more. 


Jordan (110): Yesterday I was opposed to the expulsion of Rowan and the 
others going out on a referendum vote. Today I am opposed also, and I have better 
reasons now than ever. The delegates that are in favor of this going to a referendum 
vote for the expulsion of Rowan and the others come right here on the floor and tell 
you if it does not carry they are through with the I. W. W. Even the chairman himself 
made the statement that if this does not carry he knows where he stands. 


The same thing applies to practically the entire membership of the I. W. W. 
There is no need of us kidding ourselves. We are here to represent the I. W. W. 
We are here to take a stand, a final stand on this controversy. We have gone on 
record here, and we have expelled them. There is no shirking the responsibility 
that has come upon you. This allowing yourselves to be swayed by sympathy is a 
joke. I am positive that if this goes to a referendum vote it is going to cause more 
dissension than ever. 


You all know there are people in the field that don’t know absolutely anything 
at all about how this convention is being carried on. There are people in the field 
today that will say this is a rump convention, and that all the delegates here are 
illegal and should be contested, and there is a telegram here from Washington in- 
structing the 120 delegates to contest all delegates not eligible to the constitution. 
They are under the impression that there are delegates here who are not eligible, 
and still the 120 delegates sit here in silence. They dare not contest anybody. 


Spokane has already told you they do not concur with this convention. They are 
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behind James Rowan. I can’t understand why these people want this to go to a 
referendum vote. If there is anybody here who can tell me where in the history of 
the I. W. W. it was ever put out to a referendum vote I would be glad to know. Why 
do it now? Who is Rowan? Why give him and the rest the privilege of a referen- 
dum vote? 

Why, you would be deprived of it yourselves. Go and violate the rules, and see 
if you will get the referendum vote. Fellow Worker Speed was right when he made 
the motion to rescind. 

Murray (120): I would like to know from Fellow Worker Jordan’s statement 
about 120 being instructed about these delegates if the committee has presented any 
report on this floor against the constitution? 

Jordan (110): You all know there has been a leaflet sent out throughout the 
country. 

Chairman Welinder: The question is whether you can tell the committee here 
who brought in a report contesting delegates on unconstitutional grounds. 

Jordan (110): No. 

Murray (120): You mistrust the Credentials Committee? 

Jordan (110): They are misinformed. 


Cole (110): The motion to rescind is in order, and I approve of it, but yet as 
Goldberg says in the newspaper, “It don’t mean anything.” They hold the whip, 
and they are going to control it, so it is foolish to get up here and state in any 
manner, shape or form against it. A roll call vote has been called for, and it is going 
to be voted down. Although I have gone on record not to send it to a referendum 
vote, I am surprised to hear some of those members in favor of it yesterday have 
changed their minds today. Why don’t they take a definite stand on it? They 
believed in it yesterday, but today they have changed their minds. Well, if it is 
fair to one, it is fair to another. 

I voted against having it go out on a referendum ballot because I know what 
they have done and the membership of the I. W. W. knows the »stand I took, and I 
told them that the membership of the I. W. W. ought to pay their dues and keep 
their mouths shut. I told them that to their faces, and it is going into these records 
now, and I hope you all approve of it. You notice they pay their dues. That is an 
assessment. They could do the same, but there is too much democracy, and a man 
that will get into headquarters and work for $4 a day and have these men harp from 
all corners of the country ought to be glad to get out of it and go to China and not 
hear a word of English. 7 

I am not in favor of a referendum, and I don’t believe in giving them a trial. 
They are getting a trial in a capitalistic court. I wouldn’t be bothered with spending 
money on them. 

Chairman Welinder: When you suggested that the membership pay their dues 
and keep their mouths shut, did you include yourself? 

Cole (110): Yes. (Laughter) 

Hanson (110): There are a few points left that haven’t been discussed. The 
Spokane branch went on record that they wouldn’t recognize us as a convention. 
I suppose they will get a vote too. They will recognize the I. W. W. when it comes 
to voting for what they want. I wish I had been out there to tell some of those 
people about it. 

I want to say something about this dissension. Putting this out on a referendum 
ballot is not the way to do away with dissension. We have less dissension in 110 
than in any other, if you please. In 110 the officials live up to the duties of their 
office and go back and report to the membership in the regular manner, and without 
exception are upheld by the overwhelming majority of the membership of 110. 
That is where we have less dissension than anybody. If everything is put out to a 
referendum ballot, that is where you have more dissension. The way to have more 
is to cater to dissension. Instead of an organization to educate the workers it would 
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be an organization to propagate and spread dissension, and that is what will happev 
if this goes out to a referendum ballot. 

Also remember that a large part of 120 naturally recognizes this convention. 
The Spokane branch said they do not recognize this convention in any form, only 
when voting. 

Oberman (110): Yesterday I took the same stand I am taking today. I don’t 
want it to go out an a referendum ballot, and the reason I don’t want it to is because 
men have been expelled without a referendum ballot, and all of a sudden you want 
a referendum ballot for a certain few fellows, people that have violated and broken 
all the rules of the organization. There isn’t any name in the dictionary to calh 
any of them. I say I am in favor of rescinding that motion. If they want to appeal 
to the I. W. W. afterwards, fine and dandy. 

The quicker these finks get out, the better I like it. You will have an IW. W. 
then. 

Fisher (110): I am against rescinding that action, and am in favor of sending 
it out on a referendum vote. I am not afraid it is going to create a general dissen- 
sion, because I think 80 percent or 90 percent of the membership with the exception 
of one I. U. will vote in favor of expelling these people. Of course, I admit I am 
not doing it to save some individuals, because those individuals that want to disrupt 
the organization, if the referendum is returned they may raise the cry that the 
ballot committee was tampered with, or they may say there was something wrong 
with the ballot, and so by sending it out to referendum vote it may create more dis- 
cussion; but on the other hand I want to take the argument away from them that 
we are afraid to send it out to a referendum ballot, and I am voting in favor of 
sending it out to a referendum ballot to take away the argument from them that 
we are afraid. They don’t mean very much to me, because they don’t represent as 
much of the membership as the delegates of this convention. The delegates that 
are here represent a much bigger membership than 1200. I know at the particular 
convention that I was elected at during the days that it was convening there were 
men going and coming all the time. We didn’t keep a record of the number, but I 
believe there were at least 1000 different members who attended that convention. 
The night of that convention there were over 200 in the hall, so you can figure out 
on that basis there are more members represented here than represented in a 
referendum ballot. 

It is just a matter of showing the membership we are not afraid to put it on a 
referendum ballot. I am in favor of sending it out. 

Gray (110): Mr. Chairman and Fellow Workers: I came in late on this dis- 
cussion, and I don’t know your real reason for wanting to rescind, but from what I 
have heard I am not in favor of rescinding it because the Spokane branch sent in a 
telegram. There may be ten members present, there may have been 100 or 500, 
you can’t tell. Anyhow, we will find out how Spokane stands if it goes out to a 
referendum. 


As I said before, this convention while it may have the right, as Fellow Worker 
Speed said yesterday, to settle this thing, and I believe it has the right, the point 
is, is it policy? Why not give the members a chance to vote on it to see where they 
stand? 

We can get every name and card number of every man that votes for an 
injunction. Every man that votes that way can be tabulated, a filing system kept, and 
we will know who they are, and we can weed them out of the I. W. W. We can 
raise them right out of the organization. Now we can talk all day about this. I am 
going to be consistent. I voted for the referendum yesterday, and I am going to vote 
for it today. As far as that goes, you might make a clean sweep of it and put the 
Blossomites on the referendum, too. Let the members do what they want to. I am 
convincea that we are going to have a split or secession from the organization ne 
way or the other. 

They have a bunch of finks in that courtroom hiding behind and testifying every 
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day under oath, and committing perjury every day under oath. The members will 
know about it sooner or later, and they are going to decide by the ballot whether 
they believe in that kind of stuff or not. I want to know what kind of an organization 
I belong to. Hanging around Chicago or the harvest fields or the middle West 
doesn’t show me. I want to see a vote from all over. 

Leonard (310): I am going to talk on the fairness of the vote. One of the 
110 delegates said they have the power to vote. Another 110 delegate said they 
want a roll call vote. I am going to take 110 and 310. The roll call vote of 110 is 90, 
and 310 is 87; 110 has 7 delegates, 310 has 4 delegates. Is that fair? No wonder 
this fellow worker asked for a record vote. Would that be fair to 310? I want to 
know that. I don’t understand yet why 110 sent seven delegates. 

Cole (110): Last year we had six roll call votes, and had five delegates. I would 
like to ask 310 delegates if they are willing to have it even between 110 and 310? 
Are they willing to have the record vote even? 

Erwin (230): I can’t see where there is any necessity of jumping up here and 
changing our minds, because one branch from Spokane sent in word they were 
opposed to the convention. What difference does it make if there were seven mem- 
bers there, or 700 or 1,000? If we didn’t put it out to a roll call vote the expression 
of the members would be the same. I believe in letting it go out on a roll call. 

Speed (510): This cry that some make about the membership came to my mind. 
I sized it up in the same way I sized up the 100 percenters who hide behind patriot- 
ism and the rank and filer who hollers “rank and file,” who does the identical thing 
in order to carry out his program, and doesn’t give a tinker’s darn about the rank 
and file when it comes to action. Therefore, I don’t take any stock in these men 
that talk about referendum. I take no stock in it at all. The history of the organiza- 
tion proves beyond any doubt, however, that we are kidding ourselves when we say 
we get the sentiment of the organization in a referendum vote. 

If you will go back into the files of the organization and see the referendum 
votes that were carried, of the Industrial Union I belong to about 250 voted out of 
between six and seven thousand. That is a referendum vote. You call that repre- 
senting the organization? Not at all. 

I further contend that we are establishing a dangerous precedent in the organiza- 
tion by putting this to a referendum vote. Where will the end of this referendum 
vote be if we do this? If we establish that procedure anybody under charges, no 
matter how serious, may call for a referendum vote. The question of whether a man 
should be suspended or expelled was never dreamt of before in this organization as 
going to a referendum vote. 

The constitution, as you know, gives all these who are charged with violating not 
only the principles of the organization but also the spirit of it as well, the right to 
appeal, when this convention expels them. It is up to them. 

You think you are going to settle it by putting it out to a referendum? I don’t 
think so. I think you are only adding to the controversy by so doing. I contend 
that measures of this character should be judged by the merits of the case, and the 
case presented to us by Rowan, Bowerman, Trotter and the rest of them is one of 
men who are traitors to the labor movement, and have committed the crime of crimes 
to my mind, and yet we are going to deal with those few with gentleness and consid- 
eration, and ask the membership. You think I fear the vote of the organization? If 
you do you are mistaken. I believe the vote will -be for their expulsion, but I 
don’t like the idea of putting it to a referendum vote and establishing a precedent 
that will involve us in the future, with a referendum that will stir up a fight between 
groups in various sections of the country. That is why I am opposed to the refer- 
endum. 

I have no extra time. I am not afraid of the membership, and I am not afraid 
of taking a position anywhere, any place and under any circumstances. I will face 
anybody, no matter who, Yet, I don’t think it is the proper position for this organ- 
ization to take in the convention to introduce any such novelty as this in the 
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organization as putting propositions of this character to a referendum. I believe 
it is up to those men if they want to stay in the organization to appeal. It is solely 
up to them. We shouldn’t make any apologies for them at all. You have the right 
to, and I will also state that it involves the integrity of the organization. 

Who dare not face the issue, where we have all the evidence right at hand from 
their attitude right here in Chicago, and we know far more about it than the member- 
ship can possibly know concerning the actions of these individuals? We know it, and 
we are to take a position on a measure of this kind, too cowardly to do it for fear 
the membership will criticize. That is cowardice. 

That is my attitude. I want to go on record for these men to be denounced and 
published as traitors to all organized labor. I want to be recorded in such a manner. 
[ want them all to know, and I will go right into Spokane and tell them to their faces 
what I think of them if I get an opportunity. 

Chairman Welinder: A roll call vote is demanded. There is no time to lose at 
all. 

Cole (110): Will you insert in those minutes that Walquist has a right to vote? 

Chairman Welinder: He has the right. 

... the motion was lost... 


HEARINGS OF HEADQUARTERS’ OFFICIALS 


TOM DOYLE 
Wednesday Morning Session, October 29 


Chairman Welinder: If there is no objection Doyle will be the first one to 
take the stand. 

I will say for the benefit of Fellow Worker Doyle and the others that they will 
have a half an hour for their opening statements, and ten minutes for their closing 
remarks. ; 

Doyle: I am not familiar with the procedure, but it is nice to know the rules 
of the anticipated war of words. What is my status at this moment? Am I on 
trial? Are there any charges against me, and if so what is the nature of the 
charges, are they for violating the constitution, or am I accused of being a stool 
pigeon, a common disruptor, or what is it? 

Oates (210-220): If I am not mistaken I think there was a resolution passed 
by 210-220 charging Fellow Worker Doyle with violating the constitution. I think 
that is sufficient. 

Doyle: No, it is not. Where is your evidence? I have been waiting for this 
moment for days. Where are those charges? 

Chairman Welinder: I will read the charges. 

...Chairman Welinder read the charges against Doyle... 

Gray (110): Wasn’t Fellow Worker Doyle given a copy of the accusations? 

Doyle: That doesn’t matter. I want to know if there is any evidence to sub- 
stantiate these charges. 

Oates (210-220): Has the Grievance Committee any charges? 

Mann (110): The Grievance Committee ordered that they be turned over to 
the Resolutions Committee. 

Chairman Welinder: Have any of the delegates received any instructions from 
any of the Industrial Unions? Is there any delegate on the floor who has any 
charges to make? 

Chuba (440): The members of 440 asked me before I left home to ask you 
on the convention floor to give me an account of that gun fight that happened at 


headquarters. 
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Doyle: There was no gun fight. 

I don’t know how I am going to defend myself if there is no accusation. In 
these charges I am accused of certain things. There is no proof whatsoever. Inci- 
dentally, they bear the seal of the Timmins Branch, Timmins, Ontario, Canada. 
They don’t bear the signature of the branch at all. The point is just simply this, 
you can accuse a man of anything, but proving it is another matter. I have been 
accused of worse things than that. I want to see just where I am guilty. 

I wish I had a list of the violations. I think we are accused of extending un- 
limited credit over a period of months to a certain Industrial Union. I don’t know 
where we are guilty there. 

Gray (110): I would like a point of, information. Is this: Fellow Worker up on 
trial or not. I think they are here for an investigation or a hearing on this matter. 
Call it a hearing not a trial. It is ridiculous. 

Chairman Welinder: A rule was laid down here and passed that any official called 
be given a half hour to explain whatever there is to be explained. As former 
officials of the I. W. W. they have the right to appear whenever they want to. If 
they don’t want to avail themselves of that right, that is up to them. The floor 
has a right to question them, that is as far as we can go. Let Doyle have the floor. 

Fisher (110): It was asked if anybody has any charges against him. 

Chuba (440): I told Fellow Worker Doyle that the members of 440 asked me 
to get all the information I could about the gun fight. 

Doyle: Those are not charges. I have a half hour to contend with 29 jurors 
here. I notice you reserve six hours for yoursetves. Incidentally, I intend to speak 
just as long as necessary. 

I am charged with violating Article III, Section 5, which reads as follows: 

..- Doyle read Article III, Section 5... 

Doyle: I plead not guilty, and I don’t know what they are talking about. 

Now another point, in the indictment I am charged with violating Article III, 
Section 4. 

... Doyle read Article III, Section 4... 

Doyle: I plead not guilty there. This section refers to the duties of the Secretary- 
Treasurer, and I don’t know what they are driving at at all. 

I don’t know the nature of these charges, or what evidence they have. Am I 
going to argue with some man in Canada, or are the delegates going to defend the 
charges of their branch. 

I don’t know just what I am called upon to do here, except that I am here to 
defend myself against any charges that may come up. I have a few notes here that 
are just touching on some parts of this. The contention is made that we were not 
in favor of putting out a recall. Well, that is entirely true. Joe Fisher was in 
here investigating Buchwald and other members of the committee. I asked them 
personally if it would be possible to put out a recall. They will verify these state- 
ments. They said it would be ridiculous. I asked them about resigning and they 
said no. 

We have all the bona fide and original documents that I will read out of these 
bulletins. In the July bulletin on page 17 you will find that Joe asked the General 
Executive Board, including myself and some others, this question, and I have the 
document: 

... Doyle proceeded to read on page 17 of the July bulletin... 

... Doyle then referred to the August 19th bulletin on page 3 and read the 
article signed by Doyle and Fisher... 


Doyle: You will see that from the position we took. 


On page 13 of that bulletin you will find the statement by George Williams. He 
offered this proposition to both sides. 


..- Doyle read the statement by George Williams... 
Doyle: Now then, in the August bulletin issued by the general office we made 
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a statement that we were willing to resign. That was under date of August 13th. 
Why was it necessary to put out a recall if we were willing to resign? 

I would also like to call your attention to page 8 of the August bulletin. In our 
statement to the Investigating Committee of 210-220 we stated we were willing to 
meet with the other side, and on August 19th we went up to their office at 2418 
West Madison Street, but they refused to meet. That committee states that over 
their signatures. 

I have a document in my possession in which it states that the General Adminis- 
tration refuses to be dictated to, but if the rank and file will act immediately they 
will resign from office if the five G. E. B. members will do the same. It also states 
chat they had a discussion with Rowan, and he was going to keep the injunction on 
until the rank and file got here, that is absolutely keep\ headquarters closed and the 
injunction on. 

In am just bringing these points out to show you our attitude. We were willing 
to resign, and it was not necessary to get a recall. 

Here is some nice information for the convention at this time. On page 14 
there is a statement signed by Griffith in which it says that it was recommended by 
the G. E. B. that the general convention shall be held in October instead of November. 
Now they claim in court it is illegal. 

In the August 28th bulletin there is a statement in which they prefer charges 
and they accuse the other side of refusing absolutely to settle this controversy by 
a convention. As early as August 24th these three or four men were convinced 
that the other side would not come to this convention. This convention didn’t realize 
it until just a few days ago, but we have known it right along. 

They say that Tom Doyle and General Organizer Joe Fisher have not in any way 
violated the constitution, and they have acted in fairness without having recourse 
to other than organization methods. 

On page 18 a fellow worker from California says, “Doyle and Fisher are not as 
bad as we heard they were. They‘ are willing to resign for the benefit of the 
organization.” We are accused of not putting out a recall, but that is not a crime. 


All I can say is that this abundance of evidence proves we were willing to 
resign before this convention. I made up my mind about that long ago. 


If I am accused of anything, who accuses me? If there is any man in this 
convention who accuses me of any rough stuff let him raise his hand and say so. 
The other side didn’t accuse me of that. They didn’t accuse Fisher of that. We 
are accused of putting them out. You wouldn’t get the other side to say that, 
beeause they know it isn’t true. 

What have I to defend? What have I violated? Did I steal any money, or did 
I pay any bills without the proper procedure? I don’t know what I am charged with. 

I might state it is important that this convention know when the funds were 
tied up in regard to that injunction. They were tied up in the Mid City Bank on July 
2ist. They got the injunction out on August the 11th. On July 21st we sent out 
to the membership as a whole information based on the motion passed, at the session 
of July 21st: “Moved and seconded by Rowan and Trotter that the Industrial Unions 
make no further payments to Joe Fisher, Tom Doyle, the Chicago General Defense 
or the official publications as further noted.” 

At the same session they made this further motion: ‘Moved and seconded by 
Rowan and Trotter that the General Executive Board instruct the membership to 
wzdge no further payments to Joe Fisher, Tom Doyle, the Chicago General Defense 
or the other official publications.” They had that in twice, and then they sent 
letters out to that effect. 


They notified the bank on the 26th, and also gave me notice, according to their 


records, that the money was tied up and they wanted Rowan to sign the checks. 
They claimed I was misappropriating funds, stealing them or what not. 
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I have been charged with this, but there is no evidence. I am ready now for 
questions, and it is immaterial to me just what the nature of the questions is. 

Chairman Welinder: According to the rule laid down here we will go around 
the room twice. We are now ready to proceed. We will start with Mann. 

Mann (110): After the money was tied up on July 21st where did Fellow Worker 
Morris get the money to put out for relief, or did he have any in the Defense fund 
in spite of it? 

Doyle: The general office advanced him whatever defense money they could. 
We helped a little. The checks were tied up. Those fellows were mean. There 
were outstanding checks of about $3,000 which were tied up and were going to be 
sent back, which would have impaired the credit of the I. W. W. I met all these 
checks with what funds we had on hand, honored them and charged them to the 
various accounts. Industrial Union 110 at that time had made a loan of $5,000 for 
defense purposes, and it came to the aid of the General Defense. Without the note 
for $5,000 and the little money headquarters had the situation would have been 
hopeless. 

The other side absolutely refused to let the outstanding checks be cashed in spite 
of the fact that they had signed and endorsed them. There was one party who 
threatened suit and came up and ran a bluff on the other side. They then released 
$100 of the outstanding checks, which allowed us that much more on hand to meet 
our expenses with. 

Cole (110): In the bulletin for the month of August there is an article, “Look 
Back at the Injunction and Causes.” Did you read that? 

Doyle: This is a series of questions. I am defending myself now. Is there any 
man who has known me for the past eleven years who has ever known me to have 
been arrested for hijacking? No. In fact, there are members on this floor who have 
known me for more years than that, and they know IJ have been a consistent opponent 
of hijacking. When. I was Secretary I carried on a persistent and militant campaign 
against them, so I was not only against them in propaganda only but in deed as well. 
I absolutely deny that. That is bunk. I was among the first members of the I. W. 
W. to take serious opposition, while the others were jumping over the fence. In 1918 
I instructed this organization, and as chairman of the 1920 convention I got up and 
opposed the recommendation. I am the author of a resolution known as The Fargo 
Resolution which gives the reasons why the J. W. W. should not affiliate with it. 
Who accuses me? 

As Secretary of 110 I had a position of authority and power. There was one 
bulletin put out, I recollect, both by myself and the Union for the workers; another 
leaflet or pamphlet that I was responsible for was “American Unionism.’”’ That, too, 
was against political action. While I have been in office this is the first time in about 
eight years that the political acton has been brought up from the dead and printed. 
You have a leaflet now in circulation “Political Parties and the I. W. W..,”’ which has 
peen printed for some eight years. If I am a communist why don’t I carry on political 
agitation? Accusation isn’t proof. 

They say we gained about $800. The Auditing Committee can answer that. I 
think that point should come up separately. We didn’t get $800. 

Here it says, ‘Every effort was made by the Doyle-Fisher gang to get control 
of the funds of 440 and 520.” I wonder if we didn’t have a right to the funds. 
As to 440 I make no defense whatever. 

Industrial Union 520 was never out of the box. WHere in’ the minutes of the 
General Executive Board of December 1921, Harry Trotter maintains it wasn’t put 
out of the box. We have the minutes of the G. E. B. from May 5th to June 22, 
1922, from which I will quote page 7: ‘“‘“Moved and seconded that the Chairman be 
instructed to put a man in charge of 520 office at once.” 


Hallsman was in charge up to that time. Joe Schroeder was in office two hours 
and they pulled him out, and they found out they hadn’t enough money to pay his 
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expenses. This Joe Schroeder will verify. They offered the job to Fellow Worker 
Krueger, but he didn’t take it. 
. Doyle read the next resolution... 

Doyle: They allowed him to elect the Secretary, but it was still under their 
jurisdiction. 

. Doyle then read a motion made on November 3rd in regard to I. U. 520, also 
the Potion on page 12 regarding I. U. 520. 

Doyle: What is the use of going gud. ‘this all? 

. Doyle continued to read motion made on December 5th and on December 13th 
regarding I. U. 520... 

Doyle: Why was a loan offered to the General Organizer? Who was in charge 
of headquarters? We have a motion here on page 11 made on March 23rd. 

. Doyle read motion in regard to auditing the books of 520 before the Secretary- 
Treasurer takes office... 

Doyle: Latchem also was appointed at that time, and that has never been taken 
out of the books. The G. E. B. had supervision over it. Because Grady has a 
stenographer up there and nothing to do, he refused to accept the proposition that 
was offered to him that 440, 520 and 330 should take over, manage and have entire 
charge of their I. U.’s. If they did that there would have only been room for two 
men, possibly three, which meant that three people had to go. They accepted the 
proposition. They couldn’t argue against it, but when it came to putting it into 
effect, they couldn’t do it, but they forgot it was already in the hands of the General 
Executive Board. It should have been taken over long ago. 

Oberman (110): Did you take a trip to Washington? 

Doyle: Yes. 

Oberman (110): For what purpose? 

Doyle: I took a trip to Washington, and I advised the Auditing Committee to 
examine my report on that, and go over the expenses. I think I blew in $10, 000 down 
there some place. The reason I made the trip to Washington was in regard to that 
evidence which we had in the general office in regard to the expulsion of these two. 
finks. In this issue of March 29th there is some of the evidence, and many of you 
have seen it. We had evidence in headquarters for several months, and the other 
G. E. B.’s who should have been suspended lacked the courage, and the evidence 
came up showing they were afraid there would be a raid on the building if they kept 
the evidence I have in my possession now. Here is a lot of evidence, which among 
other things shows that the department of justice is run by William J. Burns, and 
his detectives were used to stir up plots. We have the goods on them. Here is 
Burns’ own official letterhead, with his bona fide signature and seal of the department 
on it. It is a nice scandal, and only one-half has come out. The G. E. B. tried to 
keep it from getting out. 

On one occasion Bowerman waited until the press just about turned its wheel 
when he brought in a protest. We argued for about a half an hour. He said we 
shouldn’t print anything like that, that we would be pinched. He said we have 
methods of taking care of stool pigeons. He was in favor of spending five or six 
hundred dollars in another trial. 

I. U. 210-220 was wiring in here asking why they didn’t get their 200 copies. 
In spite of that Bowerman had his Secretary, Raddock, Buchwald and Tom Moore 
and the other I. U. secretaries, and they came in and put up an argument that it 
shouldn’t be printed. This was giving Burns publicity. Why should we advertise 
one better than the other. He couldn’t see the necessity of getting the goods on 
them, and the value of this to California. I think it would be absolute folly to read 
all of that. These were charges I preferred against them based on the decision of 
the 1912 convention, which came out originally as a resolution of the General 
Executive Board, and I also have it in here. In regard to the expulsion we got 
approval from everybody. We got six wires from people who didn’t have the time to 


21 


write a letter but wired. People back East got interested in this information. They 
wanted this information taken down to Washington and used against Burns. He 
was under investigation. I knew he had more of it and only published a little of 
it. It was necessary to get him to resign. 

The detective agency came out and stated they wanted to stir up a revolution 
and then make a pinch. Burns is conscious of it. He was guiding the thing, and 
his department of justice agency was cooperating. What would you do then? Sure 
you would explode. That is why I went to Washington. 

Robert W. Dunn was to go on the stand only when I was subpoenaed. He resigned 
the day before I got into town. They tried to break into headquarters to get this 
stuff. They also made raids in California. If this convention wants to examine 
this and they find anything wrong with that I would like to know. This is no smal] 
factor. It is too bad the G. E. B. took that very peculiar position and wouldn't 
expose these people. They knew I was going down there. Why should they accuse 
me when I came back of not making a report to the membership? What could, they 
do about it? I couldn’t tell the membership before because there were too many 
dicks looking for this. ‘It is not customary and it never has been done in the 
I. W. W., and I want some one to contest that, where a report was made in a bulletin 
of your executive work and financial expenses. What was that done? I was on the 
General Executive Board years ago in 1919, and it wasn’t done then. They never 
did it. The General Executive Board reported to the convention, and the convention 
minutes from the first day of this convention will bear me out. If you want a copy 
just refer to the 1916 convention or 1919. Fisher sent a report back from New 
York, and I published it. They accused him of publishing it and wanted him expelled. 

What would have happened to me if I had told any one where I was going, and 
if I had reported what could they have done about it? They say, “Yes.” They have 
no authority. You are gone and back, and that is all that can be done about it. 
That isn’t a crime. 

There is a law going to be brought up in Washington some day, a national 
criminal law, and this evidence will be given on sworn testimony in Washington 
against that law. This evidence is still wanted in Washington, and I recommend that 
the I. W. W. put it up when that law comes up, if it comes up. This evidence must 
be taken and placed away and if they attempt to present that it will be blown up. 

Another factor is the expense involved. You didn’t pay for the expenses. One 
of the best friends the I. W. W. has backed this. I can’t betray his confidence. 


Regarding these dollar a day men, the Department of Justice had these dollar a 
day men on secret service work. These fellows would go and frame anybody. They 
had the protection, the influence, code and Password, and they were all showing off 
the list. The director down there, Stone I believe is his name, refused to have any 


detective in the service because of their anti-labor charges, which shows they have 
knocked the C. S. law in the head so far. 


In regard to this other stuff, another committee wants to get that, bring it out 
and make a public document of it. What would you want me to do, disagree with 
the interests of the I. W. W.? I claim I didn’t. I think it far more compatible with 
the interests of the I. W. W. to get up and state you are an official and you have 
evidence, and get the goods on Burns. The others didn’t have the guts to print it. 
They will admit it. Ask the G. E. B. if they had. One thing saved the day, while 
the argument was going on a request came in demanding it be published, and it 


otherwise would never have been published. I believe it has an educational value 
to the members. 


Hines was suspected. He was one of the Red Squad in San Pedro. You ought 


to know him. If you go through all that that came in you will see it is the same 
party, Frank Hines, Los Angeles. 


Hanson (110): The Hines I have reference to was an older man that used te 
be around San Pedro. 
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Doyle: He is the same one. The membership haven’t protested. You have the 
goods on them. Imagine the insanity of arguing to give them a fair trial. He is so 
broad minded he is flat headed. The history of the labor movement backs this up. 
Where has there ever been in the history of the labor movement an instance where 
they got the goods on a man and gave him a fair trial? The federation never did 
it. This is the only manner you can do it in, get the goods on them, trick them 
some way and then slip it to them. If they can explain it themselveg they can 
appeal then. If you have evidence against them jt is foolish to go through ail that 
routine. 

Does a bootlegger in your organization get a trial? No, he doesn’t. The con- 
stitution rules that he can’t get a trial. If they get him with the goods he is 
expelled. When you have a bonafide fact then they try to frame you and argue for 
a trial. 

Oberman (110): I would like to know who put out the first bulletin pertaining 
to this controversy. 

Doyle: I can’t answer that, I don’t know. 

Oberman (110): Did you put out the statement? 

Doyle: I don’t know. 

Fisher (110): I want to ask one question. You are supposed to work under 
the instructions of the G. E. B. The split occurred and there were two bodies, 
each claiming they were the Executive Board. Why did you recognize one and not 
the other? 

Doyle: I knew the one side was wrong from the start. Due to the fact that I 
eauld see the working of these men I knew they weren’t right. Not that all were 
wrong, but quite a few were wrong, and I made a guess, and I happened to guess 
right. They were unconstitutional. 

I might state at this time that Rowan at one time in front of Stetler’s restaurant 
on Madison street was trying to get rid of Fisher and put Griffith in his place. What 
was his object? They wanted him out because he wasn’t any good to them. They 
were trying to get two-thirds of the G. E. B. I wouldn’t play their game. 

There are lots of other things I could tell you about, but I don’t think it is 
proper to tell. On one occasion I told them it cost $300 to carry on propaganda. 
There is correspondence in the files to that effect. It cost $300 fon postage stamps, 
envelopes and so forth. I had special credentials. They said they wanted no legal 
defense, but I told them this was enough for legal defense. I told them if it was 
for Buchwald we didn’t have much money, but that I would give them a check for 
$20. They wanted a check right away. 

What would you do if you were dealing with men like this? If you had a little 
business and there was one item of $2.48 (I can bring four witnesses to prove that), 
the work was all done and ready to go to Canada, they refused to pay, what would 
you have done? Why did they do these things? That should have been charged to 
the general office, and if you went back and searched the minutes and didn’t find it 
there, you examined the session, called their attention to it, and then they said, 
“The minutes are wrong.” They are a bunch of peculiar fellows. 

In one instance I used very poor judgment. I called a meeting in his office, and 
went on record to pay $5,000. The money was spent. Not only did he refuse to 
do that, but he took it up with the G. E. B. and they confirmed his point and wouldn’t 
give the $5,000 collected for them. They refused to handle the educational stamp 
and kept all the money. The deficit stamp would have wiped out all the debts, 
but they wouldn’t handle it at all. They were insane fools and morons and ought 
to be in Kankakee. 

Chairman Welinder: Evidently we can not conclude with the questioning before 
twelve-thirty anyway. Can you appear this afternoon, Fellow Worker Doyle? 

Doyle: I must be in court at two-thirty. 

Chairman Welinder: We have had only four questions here, and can not finish 
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by one o’clock, so that being the case I think we will adjourn. The best we can 
do is to take this up tomorrow morning the first thing, or hold a night session. 

Hanson (110): I move that we reconvene in night session at seven o’clock 
tonight. 

Thompson (440): I second the motion. 

... The motion was lost... 

... The meeting adjourned at twelve-thirty o’clock... 


Thursday Morning Session, October 30th 


Tom Doyle: Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Workers: I believe I was 
under question yesterday. 

Oates (210-220): I haven’t much to ask. I would like to ask Fellow Worker 
Doyle when this Investigation Committee came in, did you advance any money to 
them? 

Doyle: No. What I did do was this. I advanced them approximately $45, and 
charged them up personally with it. 

Oates (210-220): I would like to ask if that is the policy of the I. W. W. 

Doyle: They weren’t individuals. They were an investigating committee from 
the Butte Branch. They were sent in here and ran short of funds, and I advanced 
it to them, and charged it to them personally. 

Oates (210-220): I understand that you did not Burns. 

Doyle: They said the Butte Branch did. 

Oates (210-220): The fact is that the secretary refused to draw on the funds, 
there was a special meeting held and in that special meeting of 210 they drew money 
for publicity. 

Doyle: Where the funds came from I don’t know. I was presented with evidence 
of the fact that they did advance them money. 

Oates (210-220): They didn’t tell you anything of that? 

Doyle: No. 

Ooates (210-220): On that I was asked to get an explanation. Then this is not 
charged up to 210-220? 

Doyle: No, it is charged up to the individuals, and for the amount they received. 

Erwin (230): For what purpose was the convention called? 

Doyle: To settle this controversy primarily. 

Erwin (230): Did you expect the delegates of the convention to make an 
investigation during the sessions? 

Doyle: Certainly. 

Erwin (280): You didn’t expect them to bring in charges before they made the 
investigation, did you? ' 

Doyle: Yes. 

Erwin (230): How did you expect them to bring in charges before the investi- 
gation was made? 

Doyle: I just expected it. I can expect anything I want to at this time or 
stage of the game. In fact, I wasn’t surprised when I did get charges. 

Erwin (230): When the five G. E. B. members met you didn’t you recognize them 
as official? When they called Fisher before the five, did you recognize them as the 
General Executive Board? 

Doyle: Absolutely no. I recognized them as just G. E. B. members meeting. 

Erwin (230): How did you define the Constitution in regard to calling a session 
of the General Executive Board? 

Doyle: I don’t define the Constitution, I obey it. 

Erwin (230): You understand that according to the Constitution a majority 
vote is necessary to call a meeting? 

Doyle: No, two-thirds. 


Erwin (230): Then you interpret it two-thirds? 

Doyle: That is my understanding of the Constitution. 

Speed (510): What was the rule on which questions were to be asked? 

Chairman Welinder: The rule was to allow each one in turn to ask questions. 
it didn’t say how many questions to ask. 

Walquist (510): The ruling was that it was to go twice around. 

Murray (120): It was ten minutes each. 

Walquist (510): I understand they are to go around twice, and if they waive 
they will lose their chance. I don’t think the number of questions were limited. 

Erwin (280): In Paragraph G it states: “The General Executive Board shall 
meet on the call of the General Organizer or vote of the General Executive Board 
or upon the call of two or more Industrial Unions.” 

Would you call that two-thirds majority on the vote of the General Executive 
Board? 

Doyle: Yes. 

Erwin (230): Why did you think it was necessary to put that in there, if a 
two-thirds majority was necessary to call the meeting? 

Speed (510): JI demand reading of yesterday’s ruling. 

Chairman Welinder: What is before the house? Who is questioning? 

Erwin (230): I asked Doyle how he interpreted paragraph G in regard to a 
meeting being called by the General Organizer or a vote of the General Executive 
Board. Does that mean two-thirds majority?, 

Doyle: That is my understanding of it. 

There is another paragraph which qualifies it. “All matters pertaining to 
organization shall be settled by the entire General Executive Board by mail or wire 
when absent from headquarters. It shall take a two-thirds majority vote to settle 
any question.” 

Erwin (230): Wouldn’t that be interpreted as any question that arises that it 
would be necessary for all to make a vote? 

Doyle: That depends upon the interpreter. There is no understanding there. It 
must be put there, then it depends upon the ability to understand. 

Erwin (230): I don’t see how they can call it a General Executive Board. 

Doyle: That has nothing to do with me, I can’t call it to order. 

Mattson (210-220): I don’t think this has anything to do with the general 
questioning. 

Doyle: How could I violate that any more than any other member in the field? 

Erwin (280): Iam trying to find out the cause of this controversy in Chicago. 
I am trying to find out what action was taken while in session and immediately after. 
I am trying to find out which side was right. 

Doyle: I didn’t vote. I am not a member of the board. The same as you or 
any official in California. What does that mean? I couldn’t violate that if I tried 
to. Morris is also charged with violation of this resolution. He couldn’t if he tried. 
Supposing I did think it took two-thirds, supposing I thought it was a majority, both 
or none at all, that isn’t a crime. 

Erwin (230): I am trying to find out the causes of this controversy. 

Chairman Welinder: What is your question? State it specifically. 

Erwin (230): When Leheney was sent East as an organizer did he report back 
to you or to Fisher? 

Doyle: It all depended upon the nature of the communication. Sometimes to 
Wallis, sometimes to Fisher, and sometimes to me. 

Erwin (230): Is Leheney a member? 

Doyle: Yes. 

Erwin (230): How long? 

Doyle: Idon’t know. He was a member in 1917 and 1918. I believe he dropped 
out in 1915. 

Leonard (310): How much money did you advance to Leheney? 
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Doyle: About $450. 

Leonard (310): How much was he receiving? 

Doyle: Forty dollars. 

Leonard (310): When you made that trip to Washington whom did you put in 
your place? 

Doyle: Morris. 

Leonard (310): To act as Secretary and Treasurer? 

Doyle: Assistant Secretary and Treasurer. 

Leonard (310): Did he act as Secretary and Treasurer? 

Doyle: Yes. : 

Leonard (310: You said the G. E. B. knew you were going. Did they approve? 

Doyle: They didn’t disapprove. All the members in Chicago knew about it. I 
don’t believe Bowerman was in town at the time. He didn’t know, about it. 

Leonard (310): Did they hold a meeting about it? 

Doyle: No. 

Leonard (310): Were the G. E. B. members put out of general headquarters 
of the I. W. W.? 

Doyle: That is a question that is entirely involved. How could they be put out 
of 220? 

Leonard (310): I mean out of general headquarters in Chicago? 

Doyle: They were put out of the meeting. 

Leonard (310): Did you have anything to do with putting them out? 

Doyle: Not a thing. I know who put them out. The fellows who signed their 
names. 

Leonard (310): Was there any violence used upon them? 

Doyle: I didn’t see it. I wasn’t present. In fact, I don’t believe any violence 
was committed until they were on the street. 

Leonard (310): Did you ever use any violence on any of the members? 

Doyle: They don’t accuse me of it. No. 


Leonard (310): Did you advance any money to Frank Doyle, 310 member from 
California? 


Doyle: I don’t recollect. 

Leonard (310): Did you advance any money to the fellow from Sacramento? 

Doyle: It would be in the financial report if I did. 

Leonard (810): About how much money was advanced to the Investigating 
Committee? 

Doyle: Just the amount charged up to the individuals and the amount charged 
to 210-220. That is all. 

‘Leonard (310): Are Frank Doyle and this fellow worker from Sacramento 
charged with anything personally? 

Doyle: No, nota thing. I. U. 310. 

Leonard (310): In regard to those two pinched in Arizona, was that Gobel and 
Hines? 

Doyle: Not Gobel, but another fellow by the name of Hines and Spear, Fred 
Hines alias Fred Harris and J. J. Spear. Those are the two. Spear is not Gobel. 

Leonard (810): You mentioned a stamp that had been agreed upon by the 
G. E. B. Did the G. E. B. get out that stamp? 

Doyle: They agreed upon it unanimously in a G. E. B. meeting in March. 

Leonard (310): Have you the minutes of that meeting? 

Doyle: Yes, here it is: ““Moved and seconded by Trotter and Miller that the 
G. E. B. issue a dollar debit stamp to all Industrial Unions, the revenue for these 
stamps to be remitted at the end of every month.” 

Leonard (310): Did you issue any of these stamps to Industrial Union 310? 

Doyle: Yes. 

Leonard (310: Were they indebted at that time? 

Doyle: No. 
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Leonard (310): At the time of the ruling I. U. 310 was indebted to it? 

Doyle: Yes, it was. They were in debt. It is a matter of what time you ask 
the question. A year from today they will be in debt for $6,000. All the other 
Unions were in debt with the exception of 310 and 210-220. 

Leonard (310): Did Buchwald remit any money for the stamps? 

Doyle: He didn’t handle any. There may have been a few sold. 

Leonard (310): I know there were four sold. 

Doyle: I would surely forget that. That isn’t worth remembering. 

Leonard (310): I am trying to keep the delegates straight on that. I understand 
he didn’t charge the delegates with these stamps, and any money that came in he put . 
as Industrial Union stamps. 

Doyle: He shouldn’t have done that. 

Leonard (310): I am mixed up on that. 

Mattson (210-220): This.is 310 affairs. 

Chairman Welinder: I think in such matters you should be explicitly clear your- 
self. You can find out without having the whole convention listening to that and 
wasting time. 

Leonard (310): You believe in two-thirds majority of the G. E. B.? 

Doyle: No, I don’t. I don’t believe in two-thirds majority of anything. Inci- 
dentally the meetings of 1916 and 1920 conventions established majority I. W. W. 
vote as legal. It happens that my opponents believed in two-thirds in the I. W. W. 
Who has ever seen it? : 

Leonard (310): Then the five G. E. B. members were expelled by the other part 
of the G. E. B. You approved of that? 

Doyle: Yes. 

Leonard (310): Did you send out or ask them to come in? 

Doyle: TI notified the secretary, but they wouldn’t come in. 

Leonard (310): Have you anything to show that you did notify them? 

Doyle: I notified Buchwald daily to call in the alternate. Maybe it is in the file. 

Leonard (310): Could you show that up? 

Doyle: I believe I can. 

Swanson (310): Did you send out a call for the alternate before they were put 
out? 

Doyle: No. 

Swanson (310): You approved of putting them out first? 

Doyle: I didn’t approve of it at all. They were suspended. Whoever put them 
out must answer for that themselves. 

Swanson (310): You have charge of these bulletins? 

Doyle: No. 

Swanson (310): Are you the editor of these bulletins? 

Doyle: No, I am not the editor of the bulletin : 

Swanson (310): Were the secretaries of 520 and 440 put out of the office by 
force? 

Doyle: Absolutely no.. They walked out as quietly and peacefully as could be. 
I happened to see them both leave the building. In fact, they were in the building 
several hours. They went down to the bank and drew out the funds, and I haven’t 
seen them since. I saw Raddock in the bank, and Grady a few weeks ago. 

Swanson (310): Was the secretary of 310 put out or taken out by somebody 
out of the office sometime in the morning after the G. E. B. members had been 
put out? 

Doyle: Not that I know of. In fact, the law put us all out. Buchwald, 
Grady and the whole bunch had to get out. 

Schwandt (330): Were Rowan and Ryan trustee members of this fund? 

Doyle: This is the motion itself in the minutes of the G. E. B. meeting in 
March: “The G. O. C. chairmen of I. U. 310 and 120 will be trustees of the Bond 
Fund.” 
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ever holds the office, and at the time of 


That means not the individual, but who 
this trouble they were trustees on the Bond Fund. 

Schwandt (330): Does it take three signatures? 

: akes five. 

ay (80): Then the rules in issuing bond checks are strict? It takes 
a lot of red tape in order to issue a check? 

Doyle: The party must send in the receipt that was issued to him. After that 
comes in you examine the Bond Committee’s report elected at the 1922 convention, 
If that receipt and item is listed and payable you draw a check and call it to the 
attention of the other trustee members, and they sign it. 

Schwandt (330): That automatically ties up the check. 

Doyle: Absolutely. You can’t issue checks unless you deliberately break the 


rules. 
I think there was one item of $50 I drew, but it hasn’t gone out. It is still 


down there. 

Chuba (440): You were in headquarters «at 1001 West Madison Street, on 
July 29th? : 

Doyle: Yes. 

Chuba (440): Did you notice any worker who didn’t belong to the organization 
with a shotgun, blackjack or anything? 

Doyle: I know I saw no guns. 

Chuba (440): How did Raddock and Bowerman leave the building? 

Doyle: I don’t know how Bowerman left the building. The Rank and File Com- 
mittee just put them out. These fellows were on the sidewalk and engaged in a 
fist battle. Raddock turned the office over to me in the presence of Fellow Worker 
Latchem, Fellow Worker Forbes and several others, and we made a check-up of what 
property was in the office, and a statement was signed that there was no money or 
currency whatsoever on hand. There were several there at the time Raddock left 
the building. He wasn’t put out. Grady left two or three hours later. 

Chuba (440): Did Raddock, the ex-secretary of I. U. 440, leave any money 
that belonged to the organization to Fellow Worker Wallis or whoever took the 
office over? 

Doyle: He didn’t leave a penny. I have a statement to that effect. 

Chairman Welinder: You read a statement yesterday signed by Raddock himself. 
That is enough. 

Chuba (440): I believe I have the privilege to ask, Fellow Worker Chairman. 

Chairman Welinder: It is simply a waste of time, because it was read yesterday. 
You have the privilege to waste all the time you want. 

Doyle: There wasn’t even a postage stamp there. 

Chuba (440): You say there weren’t any members there with guns, blackjacks 
or anything? You didn’t see any fight? 

Doyle: No. 

Thompson (440): Before this ejection took place I would like to know whether 
an effort was made to bring both factions together. 

Doyle: There was considerable effort made. The 3810 committee tried, as I 
stated yesterday. The committee from the Northwest investigated 310; James Kelly 
tried; several other individuals tried, but it was of no avail. 


Thompson (440): When you took over the office of secretary on the first of 
March were you acquainted with what took place at the meeting of the G. E. B. in 
January in regard to fraudulent methods used in getting the office of G. 0. ©. 
member of 440, and if so, did you deem that sufficient proof that he should not be 
allowed to take office? 


Doyle: I wasn’t really informed on that. He and Raddock handed the ballots 
back, and they were more than the committee in session. Someone charged them with 
fraudulent methods. It was in their possession for a day or so. I held the position 
then a short time when the G. E. B. acted upon it and took the union over and put it 
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back. What could I do about it? They already had had some kind of a hearing on 
the matter, and it was out of my jurisdiction. The only move I could make was in 
regard to the deficits and expenditures. I was only in office then a few days. I 
had no access to the books, and no reason to suspect anything was wrong. So did all 
the other unions except 210-220 and 310 have a temporary deficit of $6,000. 

Thompson (440): You advanced Bowerman about $100, didn’t you? 

Doyle: Yes, sometime in July. Probably it was the latter part of June when he 
wrote a letter, and he wanted $100. I read his letter carefully, and sent the money to 
him, and also gave him General Office credentials. That is the regular practice. The 
money was charged to his account. To this day he hasn’t acknowledged. In 
fact, he made a motion that he doesn’t have to report to the general office for 
his money. While the general office advances money to anybody, they have to 
account to the industrial union for it, was the regular practice. Personally, I 
don’t think he can account for it. 

I might state when the office of 440 was taken over he was in Chicago for several 
days, and could have reported for that $100. There is no record in I. U. 440, so he 
just has $100 and I didn’t know what he did with it. He might still have it. 

Chairman Welinder: Did you have any advice whatsoever that there was going 
to be any ejection of those fellow workers from headquarters? Did you know any- 
thing in advance that this was going to take place? 

Doyle: No. Ihad no information at all. 

Chairman Welinder: You didn’t hear anyone talk about it? 

Doyle: Not in regard to that. Most talk going around was by individual mem- 
bers, but as to any definite plan, I knew nothing about it. 

Chairman Welinder: Are you under the impression that this action was con- 
templated in regular meeting between the participants? 

Doyle: I don’t know whether it was or not. I just heard rumors, such as, “They 
ought to be run out of the building.” 

They went down to the bank on the 2ist of July. They were put out on the 29th, 
and the Defense Fund was tied up, and the same day or the next day they notified 
the organization not to remit to Doyle, Fisher, Morris or for the general office 
Yemittance including Solidarity and Pioneer. 

Chairman Welinder: Did you do anything to discourage such act? 

Doyle: Certainly. I told them running them out wouldn’t settle it. It is still 
my opinion it was a foolish act. 

Broman (120): JI would like to know when were 520 and 440 first put into the 
box? 

Doyle: 520 has been in the box since December 5, 1921, and due to the fact 
that the general organization has allowed them to elect their own secretary on the 
theory that they can carry on the work better, they believed they are out of the 
box. They never were out of the box. Yesterday I made that point clear. 

440 has been out of the box since December, 1918. They appointed Thomas 
to take charge of Metal Machinery Workers’ Industrial Union No. 300. Thomas, 
after acting as secretary for a few months, called a convention in March, 1919, in 
Cleveland. They elected Thomas secretary again. From that time they have been 
out of the box. 

Broman (120): They have been out of the box since then? 

Doyle: Except one day when the G. E. B. took them over, and then turned them 
loose again at night. 

Broman (120): The G. E. B. put them back into the box when? 

Doyle: At some meeting, I believe it was in the early part of January, 7, 1924. 
They were taken over by the G. E. B., and probably on the 8th they were out again. 

Broman (120): I mean, it was time they were placed in the box? 

Doyle: Now they have been in the box since July 29th. Incidentally the action 
was approved by the 440 convention and all of the branches. | 


Broman (120): Were the secretaries of 310 and 120 refused admission to their 
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offices or access to their supplies, etc., after the G. E. B. were ejected? 
Doyle: At no time were they refused admittance. They are not refused now. 
In fact, they have been invited a dozen times. 
r ame Rene That convention has passed a motion that the Small I. U.’s elect 
their own secretaries. Would that mean they are out of the box? 
Chairman Welinder: Your question is irrelevant. It has no bearing on this 


convention. ’ 
Doyle: If the convention would rule that, by Small I. U.’s we mean those 


Unions— ‘ : 

Chairman Welinder (Interrupting): Just a minute. What resolutions we have 
passed at this convention legislating how the Unions are going to be in the future 
has no bearing on what has taken place at headquarters in the past. 

Doyle: The convention can’t do it even if it does pass a resolution. Unchartered 
Unions are, as provided in the constitution, to remain under the General Executive 
Board until given a charter. There are only seven Unions chartered. 

Gray (110): Whgt method did Rowan take to tie up the funds of headquarters? 

Doyle: They went to the bank, their communications were dated July 21st and 
I believe they went down on that day, and gave notice to the Mid City Bank to the 
effect that certain funds were to be tied up, about eleven or twelve different accounts, 
until further notice. On the 26th the matter was called to our attention. We did 
nothing about it from the 21st to the 26th. We went to the bank and found the 
account was tied up. 

We called them over the phone. The banker told them that that couldn’t last 
long, and Qey must get an injunction. They called Mr. Steel, the bank’s attorney 
in the building, and he said it would hold a few days, but they would have, to get an 
injunction before the funds were tied up legally. 

They then modified this, and according to a communication dated July 26th, 
Rowan and Ryan agreed to sign checks with Morris. Their object was to 
get their names on the checks to have it tied up worse than at the present time. 

Rowan took the matter up of how to apply for an injunction. The bank’s attorney 
took it up with their chief counselor, and he said that the notice was legal and they 
eould hold it indefinitely. We were served with an injunction which enjoined 
Doyle, Morris and Fisher from drawing any money from the bank. 

Gray (110): How long were these men allowed to remain in headquarters after 
they tied up the funds? 

Doyle: From the 21st to the 29th, a period of eight days. 

Gray (110: They were put out of the building after they tied up the funds? 

Doyle: Yes, eight days after. They tied up 230 money, all the foreign publica- 
tions, Small Industrial Union money, and had all their own money properly secured 
so we couldn’t tie it up. Of course, it wasn’t our intention’ to tie it up. 

Gray (110): You have been accused in several bulletins of being a part of 
the 110 hi-jack communist machine. What was that Triple Alliance you spoke about 
yesterday? 

Doyle: That was_a leaflet I wrote in February and March ’22 when I was elected 
secretary of I. U. 110. It was a resolution that I brought before the 110 convention 
in Omaha in 1921 instructing the G. O. C. to get out some literature, and the 
G. O. C. acted on the matter and endorsed it. Between Fellow Worker Connors and 


myself we got up the leaflet and put it out. It bore the seal and imprint of the 
committee. 


It deals with two other elements, bootleggers and gamblers as well as hi-jacks, and 
as to the communist part of the machine in 110, I would like to know if anybody ever 


saw a communist in 110? That is one section that has always been free from 


communist disturbance. I don’t know of one communist in 110. We heard of the 
“Red Feather,” but we didn’t hear about them. . 


Gray (110): That leaflet was circulated in the field, wasn’t it? 
Doyle: About 10,000 of them. 
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Gray (110): Are you also accused of going to Washington and catering to 
politicians? Didn’t the I. W. W. print and circulate testimony of I. W. W. officials 
before the Industrial Relations Commission? 

Doyle: That is two questions in one. What I am accused of, and what the L.W.W. 
did. If you accuse me of going down to Washington and using them, I would like 
to know if that is catering to them. 

Gray (110): Did you appear before the I. W. W. officials before you appeared 
before them? 

Doyle: Yes, the general organization. Thompson in 1912 and another member 
in 1912 went down before Victor Berger. Then they appeared before Frank, a 
Government agent. George Speed, one of the delegates, testified at the Palace 
Hotel in 1915 in San Francisco. Thompson up in Seattle testified. Of course, I 
could have written a letter to the senators, which might have pleased some people a 
littld better, but I’d rather go down there and meet them face to face. You have a 
better chance to defend yourself and other fellow workers. 

Gray (110): In regard to these private detectives in our organization, did the 
G. E. B. vote to expel them? 

Doyle: I believe it was unanimous. Then a few days later Bowerman wanted to 
rescind this action, and he lacked a two-thirds vote of having them reinstated and 
having other Unions expel them. I personally opposed it. It was on my 
resolution that the Board expelled them. I went to the trouble of digging up the 
resolutions of 1912 to testify as to their action. There hasn’t been one member 
except Bowerman and Raddock who has protested, as per letter to the effect that 
there would be considerable trouble due to expulsion and exposure, and someone 
would be arrested and they anticipated raids. 

They tried to make a raid. You will see on the inside there is a new board up 
there of hard wood where these fellows, or probably Burns’ men or secret service 
men tried to break into the building, and they thought the door opened inward 
instead of outward. They were up against a stone wall. We had to repair the door. 

Edward Delaney said Department of Justice men raided his office. 

Gray (110): Did anyone else vote to reinstate these finks outside of Bowerman? 

Doyle: I believe there were. I don’t recollect who they were. 

Gray (110): In regard to when the I. U.’s secretaries got out of the building 
you said after the injunction was slapped on the building 310 and 120 had to get out. 

Doyle: The law came down and put them out. Everybody in the entire building 
had to get out. The print shop was closed until Frank Gallagher went before Judge 
Gourley and told him that the Equity Printing Company had no connection with 
the I. W. W. It was just an incident that they were in the building. His contention 
was proven, and the Equity has been allowed to remain open ever since. 

Since then it can be proven on the floor here that Rowan tried to convince other 
members that they should put an injunction on the Equity Printing Company. 

Mann (110): When you came to Chicago to take over the office after you were 
elected, did you have credentials from California as a representative of the 
California Defense Committee? 

Doyle: Yes, I had credentials from Edward Delaney. 

Mann (110): When you came to Chicago before you took over office, you were 
elected, but before you were duly installed as far as the money and assigning of 
the office to you was concerned, did you try or did you attend a Defense Committee 
meeting at that time composed of the Secretary and G. E. B. members? 

Doyle: Yes, I attended one or two meetings. 

Mann (110): Could you tell us delegates here about the peculiar antagonisms 
that existed in that meeting, and just what transpired. 

Doyle: You couldn’t really tell about the antagonism between the two groups up 
there. One side sat on the left and one on the right. One side would make a motion, 
and the other side would amend it so as to annul it, or add terms to make it difficult 
and impossible to carry it out. Discussions would go on first, and it would be thrown 
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on the questions. First they would call each other pet names, and a vote was taken, | 
and it might remain. Another motion would be made, and the same would come up, 
and after they lost a few motions they would all walk out like a bunch of children— 
ae would call another meeting next week. The same questions came up, ff | 
the chairman decided in favor of one side, that would make the other bunch sore, | 
They tried to amend the rules so that the chairman wouldn’t have any vote. They 
dug up the 1922 Minutes of the Convention and proved that the chairman had a vote, 

I appealed before this meeting that Fellow Worker Mann mentioned and asked 
them to get $300 for the Eureka case. Delaney asked me to get $300 to send out | 
a lot of material. He had a lot of envelopes addressed to circularize the entire tax | 
payers list of Eureka, California, and it was impossible to do any business at that 
meeting. I had to take it up with the individuals afterwards. 

Fellow Worker Raddock said he didn’t belong to either party, and said he was 
a non-partisan politician. He said he wouldn’t vote until he knew what he was 
going to get in return. I don’t know just what he wanted, or what he wanted to give, 

I took advantage when I had the chance. I didn’t know how I was going to get 
along with this group. On one occasion when the Defense Committee meeting was 
there, the other side, Raddock, Bowerman and the rest just looked over the situation | 
at the meeting and walked out. Their object, I thought at the time, was to kill the 
Defense Committe by not having them present. | 

I believe at that time a motion was made to only hold the Defense Committee 
meeting in the future as a special meeting called to order by two-thirds of the 
Committee, or by the secretary of the Defense, and after these meetings were 
stopped the antagonism among the officials seemed to be abated a lot. Members 
would come up there instead of going to a show. They thought it was better comedy 
and burlesque. During the week one side would be sore at the other because the 
other didn’t carry or lose a motion. 

Mann (110): What I wanted to bring out is this: Is it a fact that when someone 
asked for a special privilege, somebody else got up and said, “What is the use of — 
listening to this fellow. Let’s walk out.” 

Doyle: That is true. Whether they walked out or remained wouldn’t change 
their attitude. ; 

Mann (110): Would you give me their names? 

Doyle: I forget. So many people walked in and out. Raddock, Bowerman and 
several others walked out. I forget who they were. 

Cole (110): Were James Rowan or any of the participants of the so-called 


G. E. B. searched at any time inside of the building at 1001 West Madison Street 
for guns or firearms? 


Doyle: I don’t know. 

Cole (110): Was Lorraine McCarthy’s husband in the building? 

Doyle: Not that I know of. I know he was in the main office. 

Cole (110): There were no blows struck in the building? 

Doyle: No, they don’t allege blows were struck. 

Cole (110): Did you see the fight? 

Doyle: I saw it when it was over, when one bunch was running away, and the 
other bunch after them. 

Cole (110): Could you tell us if Adolph Vangsness’ jaw was broken? 

Doyle: Not that I know of. He claims that some one hit him on the jaw. I 
believe he mentioned to Fellow Worker Fisher that his jaw was broken. You might 
say his jaw is the best proof. Where is it? I doubt it. When a jaw is broken the | 
teeth are wired together for three weeks, and the mouth is full of wire, and the 
person can’t talk. I saw him three or four days after, and he had no appearance | 
of having a fracture, or a plaster cast, in fact, he was chewing tobacco. 


If you will observe Vangsness real closely, I think you will see he has no jaw to | 
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break. The next time you see him just observe him closely, and you will see that 
he lacks this part of the anatomy. 

Cole (110): Can you tell me if William Buchwald was beaten on Saturday, 
August 23rd by the Doyle-Fisher gang, who jumped upon him and cleaned him up? 

Doyle: It is supposed to be true that two fellow workers had him beaten up on 
the street. What have I to do with that? He might be beaten up tomorrow, and 
they might say it was a Doyle-Fisher machine who beat up on him. This machine 
has a wide latitude. In New York it was the Doyle-Fisher machine. According to 
that it would have its head in Chicago and kick in New York. 

I think the fellow workers who did that will know what they did it for if they 
did do it. I think the judge will be a Doyle-Fisher machine if he decides against 
them. 

Cole (110): Have you any proof that Raddock was a member of the Intelligence 
Department in the United States Secret Service? 

Doyle: I have statements printed in the bulletin by E. S. Ross. In fact, it is 
in the Auditing Committee’s report, and I have a copy of it here. 

Chairman Welinder: Read that for the body here. 

... Doyle read the communication by Mr. E. S. Ross.... 

Broman (120): I want to ask a point of information. What question was he 
asked. 

Chairman Welinder: He was asked if he had any evidence in his possession 
showing Raddock had been in the Intelligence Service of the United States. ° 

Oberman (110): It has been rumored that you have been drunk and went out 
automobile riding while you were in office. 

Doyle: There was a rumor that I was drunk for ten days, and that I ran around 
town with an automobile and wild women. Bring the automobile and the wild women 
up here to prove it. In eleven years I have never been drunk, and as to my relations 
with women, this is the first time I have been accused of anything like that. I hope 
my wife doesn’t hear about it. 

Oberman (110): Did you hire any gunmen or pay any gunmen to run anybody 
out of the building? . 

Doyle: Nobody hired any gunmen, and nobody paid any gunmen. The records of 
the office show, and I hope the Auditing Committee will remember my remarks now, 
there wasn’t an extra employe put on, not a penny spent for gunmen, extra watchman 
or anything else. You will see there is nothing irregular about the report. In fact, 
after the injunction we didn’t put any employes on. The itemized report as pub- 
lished is exactly true as on the books. 

Jordan (110): Where was the first rump G. E. B. meeting held? 

Doyle: At 1001 West Madison Street. 

Jordan (110): Were you asked to attend that meeting? 

Doyle: Yes. 

Jordan (110): Did you go? 

Doyle: No. I told them they didn’t have a two-thirds majority, and it was not 
a legal meeting, and I didn’t want to give it the character of a legal meeting. I 
think they asked Fellow Worker Morris to attend the meeting, and he also refused. 

Jordan (110): Did you believe the intention of the G. E. B. meeting was to 
conspire and corrupt the organization, cause dissension, etc.? 

Doyle: Yes, partly. I never thought it would go to the extremes it did. In 
fact, nobody thought it would. Here is a letter to Raddock from Fellow Worker 
Bowerman, Chairman of I. U. 440. 

... Doyle read letter to M. Raddock, Secretary-Treasurer I. U. 440... 

That will indicate the attitude 440 would take if the, G. E. B. or headquarters or 
anyone else puts it into the box. Referring to a clerk, this suggestion came from 
James Sullivan, I. U. 110. These I. U.’s had their own employees, and if under 
one management they would need one or possibly three employees. We talked it 
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and he agreed it was a practical and go 


- with Grady for over six weeks, 
over wi 2 Fellow Worker Bowerman and Reilly (239) 


scheme. Raddock himself agreed to it. 


agreed also. 
the payroll at that time possibly three or four would have to get off, and non, | 


seemed willing to get off the payroll. The scheme wasn’t to take them over, that | 
wasn’t the character of it at all. It was to give the small I, U.’s over to this new | 
operation and handle their own small I. U.’s as efficiently as possible. This Would | 
save considerable wages and expense. | 

Jordan (110): After the first meeting of the rump G. E. B. was held was any 
attempt made to get the two factions together and settle it among themselves? 

Doyle: A dozen attempts were made. 

Jordan (110): I would like to ask you if you had any solution to offer? 

Doyle: At that time I saw no objection to calling a General Executive Board 
meeting, and one was called when the thing showed dangerous possibilities. That 
was called on the 27th and 28th. The other side split themselves away so far they 
wouldn’t attend. I suggested then that Joe wait. George Williams, Jim Kelley and 
several others were personally involved. I told them I would get out entirely and 
remove the feeling of antagonism, if possible. I didn’t want to stand up there as 
an individual and endanger the organization. I was assured I wasn’t personally | 
involved at all. In fact, they contended it would make matters worse. | 

I suggested probably the quickest way at that time to straighten matters out would | 
be to. institute a recall against ourselves, and put it out without waiting for two | 
Industrial Unions to go through the proper red tape, when the injunction was placed | 
against us. Then it was absolute folly to resign, because if we got out of office and } 
the injunction crowd got in it would have been worse. | 

Jordan (110): The Committee of Rank and File took it upon themselves to eject | 
_ these so-called disruptors. Did they do it for the best of the organization? 

Doyle: I believe they did. 

Jordan (110): You don’t consider that a foolish act on your part, do you? 

Doyle: Well if it was, it wasn’t foolish. 

Jordan (110): You already stated that they refused to act. What other action 
could have been taken? | 

Doyle: At that time there were threats. Rowan had wired out to the Northwest 
for two or three hundred lumber jacks to run us out. After this happened what 
would stop two or three hundred others from running them back again? On} 
September 5th they were going to have a big mass meeting of the general member- | 
ship. We received a wire that 500 men were coming to run them out. That | 
wouldn’t settle it. You must have a tribunal and head to settle it finally. 

Many members came in who were cold and hostile toward our position, feeling 
very sore, and well prepared to take action of that kind. After they were here 
two or three days they decided we were not in the wrong, and they had the bulletins} 
put out by different investigation committees. | 

Jordan (110): Have you anything to prove that there was a conspiracy in the} 
field to come in and clean out headquarters? 

Doyle: I have no evidence of any value. 

Jordan (110): Have you any communications? | 

Doyle: I don’t take them seriously, although it is evidence, and good evidence | 
I understand the I. W. W. members pretty well. They sit down and tell you what 
they think about you. Moore was instructed to come in and run us out. I didnt 
see Meyer and Tom Moore until two weeks after they were in town. | 


The most interesting evidence, I think, was the statement of the Chairman that | 
he knew of a plot before this came. Fellow Worker Mann said he had some evidence, 
too. There were rumors to the effect that Rowan said he was going to clean out 
headquarters when he got here. I had one letter to that effect, but I tore it up and} 
threw it away. I thought he was peeved at the time. | 
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It was self-evident if they ever did get together, among the seven 9, 


Jordan (110): The point I want to get at is that I want to know whether or 
not you at official headquarters considered it for the best interests of the organization 
for these people to be ejected from headquarters, owing to the fact that the officials 
themselves didn’t take action to put them out. These Fellow Workers took it upon 
themselves. I want your opinion whether that was considered for the best of the 
organization to get them out. 

Doyle: I believe it was. Since then I am convinced that it was. 

Fisher (110): You are accused that you were anxious to take 440 and 520 so 
you could get hold of the funds of those I. U.’s. Did they have any funds? 

Doyle: They had no funds. They had an average of $10 or $12 a day. In 
fact, Fellow Worker Oates can tell you that three checks were returned because of 


' lack of funds, one for $2.50, one for $7 and one for $9. 


Fisher (110): What funds did they have? 
Doyle: They never had a bank balance of more than $20 or $30. On June 24th 


“ Mid City Bank called up and said they had one check of $2.00 and one for $2.50 
’ and there weren’t sufficient funds in 440 to pay them, and then they say I was trying 
- to get hold of their funds. I had more myself than the Union at that time. 


Fisher (110): Was it not a fact that these officials in charge of 440 and 520 


* yesisted any effort of the Unions to be placed in the box because it meant they would 


lose two workers on the Executive Board? Don’t you think that was a big factor? 
Doyle: That was one, but I think it was because they would lose their positions 


' on the payroll. They were getting around $36 or $37 a week. That was the wages 
of these officials. 


Fisher (110): How does it come that Raddock is supposed to, from what informa- 
tion I could get, have joined the I. W. W. in 1920. How is it he has a card with six 
figures starting with 238 thousand and something, and he claims to have joined the 


tay Wem 1918? 
Doyle: He claim so much about thet He said he knew me in 1915 in Detroit 


' while I belonged to the Metal Machinery Union No. 16 of which I was an active 


member then. I don’t remember him. The fact of the matter is he changed his card. 


* Not only did he change it, but Bowerman changed his card number. They have taken 
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from the files the small numbers they have on their cards, and their membership 


‘ ecard index taken from the files shows they wrote these. numbers on a piece of 


paper and passed them over the original numbers that were on there. That is some 
place in the hands of the Auditing Committee. 
In fact, it happens quite frequently that some fellow pays ten years’ back dues. 


: The Secretary of 520, Fellow Worker Lee, paid some seven years’ back dues. You 


can always find some other name and claim it is the original card. 
Hanson (110): I would like to get a little information about these first minutes 
gotten out by members of the Board. As I understand it, they met and had copies 


i} of these minutes run off on the mimeograph, at least the first copies were run off 


on the mimeograph. Did you try at any time to get a copy of these to keep on file 


- as a matter of record? 


= 
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Doyle: Yes, I tried. They denied me the privilege of getting them. I told them 
the General Secretary and Treasurer ought to have a copy, and thy said it was only 
a matter of time until I would get them. They said they only had enough copies to 
go out, and said I would have to wait a few days. They absolutely refused to give 
me a copy. Because I didn’t recognize the General Executive Board, they didn’t 
recognize me as General Secretary-Treasurer, and yet they wanted these minutes to 
go out to the members. Evidently I wasn’t even a member of the I. W. W. at that 
time. 

Hanson (110): You claim these minutes were being run off on the mimeograph. 
Then you claim it is not only your right, but your duty to have a copy of all matters 


_ printed at headquarters? 


Doyle: It is my constitutional right to have them in my custody and care. 


35 


- 

Hanson (110): When they refused, what did you do? 

Doyle: I asked Rowan for a copy of these minutes. Fisher asked for a copy, 
and they wouldn’t give it to him. I told them at least I ought to have the Courtesy 
of a copy of the minutes, and I took one. I was in a large envelope, and his return 
address was on, and it was addressed and stamped. I took it. He said, “Don’t touch 
that, it is United States mail,’ and made a grab for it, and I shoved him back. [| 
told him I was going to read it, and not to stop me. He made another grab for me, 
and I shoved him back. He insisted in getting his arms around me, and gave me 
another chance to shove him back. 

In the meantime all the employees became excited. I went into the office. | 
heard a racket, and when I came out there was considerable discussion going on, 
and I could see that there was trouble brewing. Several were calling each other 
all kinds of names, and were taking their coats off and inviting each other into the 
alley. I kept these fellows from beating up on Rowan and Bowerman. Ryan was 
there but wasn’t engaged in this matter at all. If I hadn’t interfered Fellow 
Worker Rowan would have been in the hospital. He antagonized so many around 
there that he never would have had the chance. The antagonism between them 
couldn’t be exaggerated, and when men lose their judgment and with only one or 
two against five or six or eight, the two are in an unfortunate position. 

Hanson (110): Do you know of any time when these various Chairmen of the 
G. O. C. were not permitted to come into the building and continue their work as 
G. O. C. chairmen? 

Doyle: No, I know of no time when they were not allowed to enter the building. 

Gray (110): Leaving the official title out, you were entitled to a’copy of those 
minutes? 


Doyle: It is a custom of the past to give every member of the I. W. W. a copy 
of the minutes. 


Gray (110): Isn’t it a fact that Bowerman and Trotter were getting higher 


wages as G. E. B. members than any other chairmen of any other I. U.? 
Doyle: I believe they were getting $1 higher than Grady. 
Gray (110): Wasn’t Bowerman getting $35 and Trotter $36.50 a week? 
Doyle: The wages in 520 are $38. 


Gray (110): By fighting to keep these out of the box, weren’t they trying to 
protect themselves? 

Doyle: That is about all they had, their jobs with their pay. Incidentally when 
we took over the office there was.nothing left. All correspondence had already been 
removed from the building. 


Gray (110): I have the Lumber Workers’ Bulletin for September 15, 1924, 
No. 49. 


(Gray proceeded to read the article “Look Back on In 
Causes,”’ on page 38). 

Gray (110): Were they constantly surrounded? You ought to know. 

Doyle: No, that is propaganda. Kenney says crapaganda. As far as the history 
of sapping up is concerned only by Raddock and Bowerman, that happened over a 
period of years. Why they sapped up when I was in office as secretary-treasurer, 
On three occasions I stopped beating and slugging of two or three members of 440. 

Gray (110): To your knowledge, at any time during the time that Bowerman 
and Raddock were working at headquarters did they ever threaten to beat up any 
female employe? 

Doyle: Bowerman threatened to beat up on Mrs. Thompson and Mrs. Smith. I 


am sorry he didn’t wind up and take a blow, it might have given me a chance to 
work him over myself. 


Gray (110): Who is Mrs. Smith? 

Doyle: Vern Smith’s wife. That was about the time I took off. 

Broman (120): Do I understand it correctly? J. J. McMurphy was called in by 
these five G. E. B. When he arrived did he come to see you? 
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Doyle: Isaw him after he arrived. 

Broman (120): Did he talk to you about anything? 

Doyle: He took the position for the good of the organization, never any other. 
He didn’t break. away with the others to take his name off the injunction. He said 
he didn’t put it on there, and wouldn’t take it off. 

Broman (120): MecMurphy didn’t deny it? 

Doyle: He said the others put it on. He never showed a willingness to take it off. 

Broman (120): What was the beginning of this controversy? 

Doyle: Idon’t know. There were some’ complications and angles as far back as 
the day Landis sentenced those fellows in Chicago the latter part, of July or August, 
1918, when he sentenced some fellow workers to Leavenworth for from 30 days to 
20 years. The development of the Leavenworth controversy and the Blossom contro- 
versy all came to a head during this controversy at the present time. 

We have been kidding ourselves that the rank, and file run this organization, and 
that they have control of it. We find they haven’t, and there are no provisions 
written in the Constitution. There is no machinery devised whereby they can run 
the organization, and the present situation of. 310 at this moment is proof of that. 
We find referendum so cumbersome that this organization would be dead before it 
would become effective. We can’t call special conventions or reconvene the last con- 
vention. One time in the Knights of Labor they used to have the officials resign 
before they ever took office, the resignation witnessed, sworn to and dated, so if they 
got kicking anything they were automatically suspended. 

In the I. W. W. you elect a man for a year. There is also the question of whether 
the convention has a right to remove an official. All that seems to be provided and 
arranged for. That is the situation. 

Some G. E. B. members won’t recognize this convention. They all tell you the 
rank and file rule. I never told you this. I know they don’t and can’t rule under 
the present arrangement. It is up to this convention to make up rules to prevent 
this. 

Broman (120): Then in your opinion the issues raised during this controversy 
were not the actual causes of it, but merely excuses offered? 

Doyle: Absolutely no. So much camouflage and whitewash. The peculiar char- 
acter of the opposition is that they have been in position all the way through and 
have never changed it. Every move they made injured the organization. The injunc- 
tion, tying up of the funds, they didn’t want to call a convention, after the convention 
was called they refused to recognize it. It seems everything they did is to injure 
more than help it. They have been persistent all the way through. 

Broman (120): What is this injunction they are trying to secure against you and 
Fisher? This doesn’t accuse you and Fisher of having misappropriated funds or the 
misuse of funds in any way. 

Doyle: Not abit. They never mentioned that. 

Broman (120): Did you ever hear of any move on foot to clean up general 
headquarters? 

Doyle: Yes, the last eleven years. They were cleaning up ever since, and every 
man on this floor knows they have been cleaning out headquarters ever since. ‘The 
only time they were cleaned out was when they got the injunction. You can get a 
resolution passed any time and any place to clean out headquarters. This propaganda 
seems to be perpetual against headquarters. Just like the Irishman said he was 
against everything that was right. 

Murray (120): On Joe Fisher’s removal from 120 headquarters Fellow Worker 
Rowan refused to call in and order literature for the general organization? 

Doyle. Lord, no. He doesn’t claim himself that he was put out of 120 head- 
quarters. In fact, he kept 120 G. O. C. from sending in his alternate. 

Murray (120): Did you say 520 and 440 were never out of the box? 

Doyle: Isaid 520 during this period was not. 440 was in since September, 1918. 
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Murray (120): At the G. E. B. meeting there was a majority concurred there, — 
What was the minority report? 

Doyle: At which meeting? 

Murray (120): July 29th. 

Doyle: I don’t know what happened on July 29th. You mean the meeting that 
put them in the box? You see there are two G. E. B. meetings. 

Murray (120): The meeting of Joe Fisher. 

Doyle: They agreed to put them into the box. 

Murray (120): In expelling Rowan, Ryan and Bowerman at the G. E. B. meeting 
of July 29th, how many members of the G. E. B. were on the Board? 

Doyle: Fisher, Linn, Gibson. At that time Fellow Worker Monoldi who had 
elected him in regular business meeting to represent them on the G. E. B. and as 
representative of 510. 

Murray (120): They were on the Board? 

Doyle: They were representatives, not bona fide Board members. They were not 
allowed to vote, but to express their opinion. 

Murray (120): In a business meeting of any kind, if the majority concur, is 
that a vote? 

Doyle: In a business meeting it is. 

Murray (120): Then there is a minority and a majority report? 

Doyle: Just one report. 

Murray (120): It says here that there was a majority report that concurred 
with it. 

Doyle: Read it. 

Murray (120): I would like to have the regular minutes read on this floor. 

Doyle: They might be, but they are in the hands of the court. 

(Murray (120) proceeded to read from the bulletin). 

Doyle: What follows? 

Murray (120): That is what I would like to know. 

Doyle: Probably you were reading the votes which were unanimous? 

Murray: 120): It also states here that Peo Monoldi voted to concur in this 
meeting. Can you call that a vote? 

Doyle: No, that isn’t a vote. To concur means to agree with. I can go on 
record as concurring, but that doesn’t mean I actually voted. This convention has 
to be many things. I concur with them. If the records don’t show it you couldn’t 
raise the point that I have voted with them. 

Murray (120): Are three members of the G. E. B. Board the regular G. E. B. 
Board? 

Doyle: No, three don’t make the Board, but they make a majority. The other 
side was notified to attend. They were duly and properly called, the proper time 
given, and if they held themselves out of the Board and refused to attend, that 
became then the legal Board in the I. W. W. and the legal majority. 

Murray (120): As the General Secretary-Treasurer did you at any time put 
out'a recall vote of the G. E. B.? 

Doyle: I suggested that a dozen times. Those to whom I suggested it were of 
the opinion it couldn’t be settled. In fact, I wanted the recall, and all the com- 
mittees will bear me out. I wanted to resign, and that is the object of a recall. 
As to the other side, they wouldn’t resign even if you did get a recall. 


Grad (120): What is this in the 120 bulletin? 
Doyle: That isn’t the truth. That is a lie. Incidentally they never put in their 


proof. They put it in some place else. They are printing it somewhere unconsti- 
tutionally, and illegally using the label and seal. 


Grad (120): Did you ever write any of these? 


Doyle: I wrote the answer to the question that was sent to me, and I believe 
it is printed there, and I stand responsible for that. As to what the others say, that 
doesn’t concern me. 
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Grad (120): Where was that printed? 

Doyle: I don’t know where it was printed. 

Grad (120): Did you see that article in here, “He Must Be Boss.” 

Doyle: I believe I did. Read it. 

(Grad (120) read the article entitled, ‘“He Must Be Boss” and signed by the 
Committee of Rank and File). 

Grad (120): I would like to meet with the so-called Rank and File Committee 
to have this proven that they were put out. I know that isn’t true. 

Doyle: I don’t accuse them of that. The only thing I contend to give any proof 
of is that I was in Minneapolis headquarters some time in August when Rowan sent 
that wire. That is all I know about it. As to the resolution, I didn’t sign it, I didn’t 
state it, and I don’t know how true or how false it is. 

Mattson (210-220): Don’t you think the real cause of the controversy coming 
up at this time was the confliction and loop holes in the existing Constitution? - 

Doyle: That gave it a good opportunity. That served as an excuse, but the 
elements were there. We realize there is something wrong in the organization and 
it would come out some time or other. This convention gave-it an opportunity to 
come out, and it occurred right in the most busy and active time of the organization. 
Had it occurred at any other time it might have been nipped in the bud. 

Mattson (210-220): In whose name is the bond at the Mid-City bank? 

Doyle: The Bond Fund of the I. W. W. There is a major portion of that fund 
in the savings department of that bank, and that is known as the Bond Fund of 
the I. W. W. : 

Mattson (210-220): How large is that portion? 

Doyle: That was some $12,000, and there were some $1,000 in the checking 
account. : 

Oates (210-220): Did the Secretary-Treasurer of the I. W. W. recognize the 
eligibility of Charles Anderson to sit on the G. E. B.? 

Doyle: You bet I did. 

Oates (210-220): Did he have anything to do with the statement under the 
heading, “Anderson Practically Admits His Own Ineligibility”? 

Doyle: His union admitted it, but we wouldn’t recognize it. A letter written 
at the suggestion of the General Executive Board then in session just had to be 
signed by me. I read the letter and they said send it out. It was in conjunction 
with other letters and wires. We offered to pay his fare in here. We took the 
position before then that as long as he was bona fide chairman of an industrial union 
under the new plan he automatically was on the Board. 

Oates (210-220): .After he was notified to that effect and the bulletins came 
out, then the article came out? 

Doyle: He was contested by his own secretary, who wouldn’t aittnes him any 
money. 

Oates (210-220): When Anderson came here at that time was he in doubt as to 
who should pay the expenses? 

Doyle: That was one'of the reasons raised by Martin, but the principal reason 
was the three-year clause. We were short of funds, and we advanced the money to 
pay his expenses in here and charged it ‘up to the union. 

Oates (210-220): I would like to get this point clear. You said you didn’t see 
any rough play around headquarters, and you were at headquarters while the rumpus 
was on. 

Doyle: No, but I saw it attempted one day, which I stopped. 

Oates (210-220): This article in here over the signature of Tom Moore and 
Joe Fisher says that no guns were used except by the injunctioneers after they 
were expelled from the building, and that cers of the I. W. W. attacked them 
with pieces of iron. 


Doyle: That is true, but that wasn’t in the building. I didn’t see the attack, 
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but I saw Fisher with his head laid open. I examined a piece of iron that Trotter 


had. They tell you they had that piece of iron down there. 
Oates (210-220): In other words, you must take it just on the proof that you 


have seen? : | 
Doyle: Proof? No appearances. I wasn’t in America when Columbus dis- 


covered America, but I wouldn’t say that he didn’t discover it. I wasn’t in the first 
I. W. W. convention, but I will put my name on a statement that they did amend the 
Constitution in 1918. : 

I cd4n look at the proof that there was somebody there. When Fisher came in 
with his head opened up I believed there was a scrap some place. I believed there 
was and that it is true, and I will sign a statement to that effect, but that didn’t 
happen in the building. 

Oates (210-220): Did he bring a piece of scrap iron along to show to you? 

Doyle: The fellow at the newsstand showed me that iron. 

Oates (210-220): I didn’t get the explanation very good something along the 
lines of whether you personally approve of any committee taking these men out of 
headquarters? I would like to hear your answer to that. 

Doyle: I didn’t know there was any committee going up there to throw them 
out. 

Oates (210-220): Do you approve of it? 

Doyle: No, because it doesn’t settle anything. 

Oates (210-220): I just wanted that settled. 

Erwin (230):- What is the date of that letter you read there? 

Doyle: July 1, 1924. 

Erwin (230): When was the first time you saw that letter? 

Doyle: About the first of August when we took over Industrial Union 440. 
That was found in the files there along with a few other letters. The entire corre- 
spondence of about twelve letters disappeared entirely. 

Erwin (230): It was after the G. E. B. had met that you saw this letter? 

Doyle: Yes. 

Erwin (230): After taking this letter into consideration you thought then that 
this meeting was to be held for disruptive purposes? 

Doyle: No, I didn’t see that letter. 

Erwin (230): What was the object of putting out a ballot of the G. E. B. zor 
that first meeting? 

Doyle: I believe that was one of the questions to be taken up at that time. 
Of course, at that meeting I was to take up the question of handling the small 
I. U.s and reducing their overhead. 

Erwin (230): Did you know at that time that Fisher called in John Aron as a 
G. E. B. member? 

Doyle: No. He didn’t call him as a G. E. B. member. 

Erwin (230): Wasn’t it published that his votes were counted? 

Doyle: Fellow Worker Monoldi’s vote, too, was taken up at the time. 

Erwin (230): Has the general headquarters since the fund has been tied up 
borrowed any money? 


Doyle: Five thousand dollars. 
Erwin (230): What security had to be given? 


Doyle: The good will of the I. W. W. and the Equity Printing Company. Just 
a promise to pay, due on December 22nd at five per cent interest. We are getting 
two per cent interest at the bank, which makes it three per cent. Incidentally the 
people at the bank are backing up that, and have provided for $5,000 more if it is 
needed. That action was necessary because of the cutting off of the money of the 
organization. The expense of this convention is being met by that same loan. That 
loan could have been touched. We had access to it say from about the 22nd of 
September. I could have gone down to the bank any day and gotten that $5,000 
or any part of it, but I didn’t put it to our credit until two days before this con- 
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vention came to order. I believe it was the 11th. I was hoping that if this con- 
vention convened I could state that there is $5,000 more down there if you want it. 
Erwin (230): Is there any condition that the organization will have to transfer 
its funds? 
Doyle: The G. E. B. ruled that it would be put under another name. In fact, 
funds were there before that. We had to get another bank due to the fact that the 
Mid-City Bank was tied up. 


Erwin (230): Are there any other notes against the printing plant to your 
knowledge? 

Doyle: A small note for a linotype machine purchased on the installment plan 

Erwin (280): Are there no mortgages whatsoever? 

Doyle: There were some mortgages, but during my term of office they were all 
met and paid. 

Erwin (230): Hasn’t 110 any notes against the Equity ‘Printing Company? 

Doyle: 110 has loaned the Equity Printing Company $1200. 

Erwin (230): When was that loan transacted? 

Doyle: During the excitement when all the money was tied up in the bank. 
Printing was being done at, the print shop, and we had to pay for paper. When we 
took over the print shop there were some bills due. We met these bills as they 
became due, and paid these companies off until at this time, it is a kind of a reason- 
able figure. 

Leonard (310): Who had charge of the main office bulletin? 

Doyle: That is under the charge of the chairman. 

Leonard (310): You had no charge whatever? 

Doyle: No, except to see that my own official report is put in there. 

Leonard (310): If you wanted to put anything in the bulletin, how would you 
do it? 

Doyle: You must write the article and then put it in. 

Leonard (310): What is your definition of the word “rump”? 

Doyle: Illegal. That is a term used in conventions that secede and hold meet- 
ings outside of regular routine. 

Leonard (310): Why did you call the G. E. B. five illegal? 

Doyle: Because they were in an illegal meeting. 

Leonard (310): Because they weren’t two-thirds majority? Why didn’t you 
call the G. E. B. of three rump? 

Doyle: Because it was called to order duly and properly, and the others refused 
to attend, as I told you before. 

Leonard (810): Does that destroy the legality of the three? 

Doyle: No. 

Leonard (310): Did the G. E. B. of three refuse to attend the meeting of the 
G. E. B. of five? 

Doyle: They voted there would be no meeting, and they were informed by the 
chairman that they lacked the necessary two-thirds and therefore it was not a legal 
meeting. 

Leonard (310): Did Industrial Union 230 pay any per capita tax during the 
year 1924? y 

Doyle: Not a penny. 

Leonard (810): Do you think it should have had a member on the G. E. B.? 

Doyle: Whether they are paid up or not. 

Leonard (310): Wouldn’t that make a G. E. B. of two? 


Doyle: It would still be a majority. Two is the majority of nothing. 


Leonard (310): Don’t you remember in 1917 when that strike was called in 
the northwest in the states of Oregon and Washington, that was called by a business 
meeting in Spokane, Washington. : 

Doyle: No, it wasn’t. When it was called it was ratified by the members. It 
was first called by Fellow Worker Rowan. When the strike was called it caused a 
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To prove his act he took approximately five or six thousand dollars into 


rumpus 
the district and spent in 
approve of it. Two months later 


back $500 on that bill. 
Leonard (310): You mentioned the Thiel. 
Doyle: In this matter of evidence over here the Thiel Detective Agency had 


offered to take over this big job of stooling on the I. W. W. for a raid at pay much 
lower than the Burns’ Detective Agency. They were trying to get the job started by 
the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce. Bowerman stated that this evidence only 
went to prove that the Thiel Detective Agency was scabbing on the Burns. 

Leonard (310): At the time of the ejection of the five G. EB. B. members was 
there anybody in the building that didn’t belong there? 


Doyle: Not that I know of. 
Leonard (310): When they were being ejected was there anybody standing in 


the door of Industrial Union offices and wouldn’t let anybody come out of there? 

Doyle: I don’t know anything about that. 

Leonard (310): There was no doorkeeper then? 

Doyle: There never was a doorkeeper. 

Swanson (310): Have you the letter on hand from Buchwald where he says 
the split in the organization is at hand and necessary? 

Doyle: That was to J. Kennedy. I think Fellow Worker Fisher has that, or 
has a copy of it. I did see the original letter before it was mailed. The letter was 
written by Buchwald and signed by hin, and I saw his signature and examined it. 
Incidentally I think a member of your committee found a copy of it in his own 
files. . 
I refer to the original before it left the office. He was foolish enough to leave it 
on his desk. 

Swanson (310): You said these bulletins are up to the jurisdiction of the 
chairman and he is responsible for the editing. Did such bulletins that were sent 
out in the last two or three months cause harmony inside of the organization? 

Doyle: The bulletins of the past four years haven’t been fit to send out, and 
I maintain that articles such as Buchwald wrote in regard to me early last spring or 
summer and my answers to them shouldn’t have been in the book. 

I admit the letter that came from Paul Miller accusing the chairman of the 
G. E. B. shouldn’t have been printed in the bulletin. I hold you, have no right to an 
opinion to express it in the I. W. W. or any part of it. 

Anderson (310): This meeting was called here to investigate the settlement of 
the bond and how it was settled. Do you know anything about that? 

Doyle: I know that that is an awful poor excuse. The last convention settled 
that war bond matter and waived all further claims. The G. E. B. settled it. That 
is a poor excuse. As to what happened to the settlement, that wasn’t the point. 
You don’t accuse anyone of stealing anything. The convention settled that. 

Nelson (310): You did not recognize the G. E. B. when that meeting was 
called, and Rowan refused to give you a copy of the minutes of the G. E. B. 
meeting? 

Doyle: That is right. 


Nelson (310): You stated that you took a copy of the minutes. If he refused 
to give them to you, you must have used force. 


Doyle: What constitutes force? You may refuse to give me some paper on 
your desk. J reached out, picked it up and shoved him off. 


Nelson (310): What reason did you have that you wanted to have those 
minutes? 


Doyle: Because I wanted to see what this rump G. E. B. was doing. Anyway, 
why the secret session? 


Nelson (310): I believe you also stated that you had a right to take those 
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on the lumber workers’ strike. I don’t condemn him, I 
the G. O. C. settled that matter and agreed to pay 


minutes because you were a member of the I. W. W. Do you believe then that 
any member has a right to come in there and take those minutes? 

Doyle: Yes. There was no force used. 

Nelson (310): If they refused to give them to you? 

Doyle: I was the secretary-treasurer. You must remember I wasn’t only a mem- 
ber of the I. W. W. I was the secretary of the I. W. W. If I couldn’t have it, 
what right had any of the members to it? 3 

Nelson (310): Did you publish the minutes? 

Doyle: No. ss 

Thompson (440): You were present at all the hearings of the injunction? 

Doyle: Yes, I was. 

Thompson (440): Did you ever hear the lawyer say that his clients were willing 
to swear that the Equity Printing plant was an I. W. W. plant? 

Doyle: He had four affidavits to prove that it was. One time he offered to 
compromise the situation. It sure was a compromise. The injunction allowed all 
parties concerned to go back to the building. 440 and 520 put a deputy sheriff 
there to watch their actions and activities. 

Of course, we got off the main question before the house, which is a copy of the 
resolutions adopted by the Timmins Branch, M. M. W. I. U. No. 210 of the I. W. W. 
held October 5, 1924, Timmins, Ontario, Canada. The resolution reads: 

“WHEREAS, Tom Doyle, General Secretary-Treasurer, Joe Fisher, General 

Organizer, James Morris, Assistant Secretary violated Article III, Section 5, Par- 

agraph G, also Article III, Section 5, Paragraph A, and Article III, Section 4 of 

the General Constitution, also by using methods contrary to the principle of the 

I. W. W.; be it 

RESOLVED, That we demand their immediate expulsion from the I. W. W.” 

This doesn’t bear his signature. It is just a resolution pertaining to charges. It 
doesn’t present any proof, and the situations of the articles and paragraphs mentioned 
it is humanly impossible for Fellow Worker Morris to have violated them. If he had 
tried to violate them he couldn’t. : 

It also happens that I am accused of violating Article III, Section 5, Paragraph G 
and Article III, Section 5, Paragraph A, but I couldn’t have violated them. They are 
instructions governing the conduct of the General Executive Board. I am not a 
member of the General Executive Board, so how could I violate that. It is possible 
for me to have violated Article III, Section 4, that could have been done, but the 
others would have been impossible. 

You are not Executive Board members. I am accused of violating Article IIT, 
Section 4, which virtually covers the entire pages of the Constitution on pages 14 
and 15. If you subdivided the provisions of that Article you would find out: that 
there are about 21 points. Which of the 21 points did T violate, or am I accused 
of violating all of them? 

I plead guilty of violating this section: “He shall act as secretary at all meet- 
ings of the General Conventions.” I didn’t do that, and am not doing that. I used 
my own judgment in that. It was the wish and the will that I shouldn’t act as 
secretary. I didn’t desire to act myself, that is why I didn’t, ° 

As to the others, I deny each and every one of them. 

Here it says, “The duties of the General Secretary-Treasurer shall be to take 


charge of all books, papers and effects of the office.” I claim I did. 
didn’t, 


Nelstates how I shall be nominated. I don’t know if I was nominated or elected 
improperly. 


They say I 


It states, “He shall hold office until his successor is duly elected, qualified and 
installed.’’ I claim I didn’t. 


“He shall furnish a copy of all proceedings to each Industrial Union, regardless 
of its connections, if any, with any department of the Industrial Workers of the 
World. 
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ondence pertaining to his office. He shall be cus- 


“HTe shall conduct the corresp 
tion and attach same to all official documents over 


todian of the seal of the organiza 
his official signature.” I claim I have done all of that. : 
“Te shall act as secretary at all meetings of the General Conventions and furnish 


the committee on credentials, at each General Convention, a statement of the financial 
standing of each Industrial Union.” I claim I didn’t do the first part, but I fur- 
nished the committee on credentials with the necessary information, and gave a finan- 
cial statement of each Industrial Union not only of present business, but past. 

It says, “He shall have a voice, but no vote, in the governing bodies of the organ- 
ization.” There is no proof that I didn’t use my voice in the governing of the 
organization. : 

“The General Secretary-Treasurer shall close his accounts for the fiscal year on 
the last day of September.” I did that. I brought out the report, and have a score 
of letters to show that I did all I could to get the reports of 210-220 in on time. I 
also tried to get 120 and 310, but they refused to give them. 

Here is a letter signed by W. C. Weber in which he states in part that Maurice 
Daly, Secretary-Treasurer of I. U. 120, promised to give me a copy of his state- 
ment and to send someone over to get it. Fellow Worker Weber further states 
that on entering Room 608 he asked for Fellow Worker Daly and was referred to a 
man behind the desk. After reading the letter he handed it to another party and 
said they had no official statement. Weber then asked him when he would get 
one out. With that he left the office, and there was nothing more to do. 

I tried hard to have all these figures and present them to this convention. 

As to the making of a monthly financial report to the General Executive Board 
and to the general membership, I have done that. There was a complete itemized 
report made of our financial and other affairs. I presented you with a complete 
financial report. It was useless to have read it to you. It was the first time since 


1916. 
“He shall prepare and sign all charters issued by the General Executive Board.” 


I claim I did do that. 

“He shall receive all monies for charters from Industrial Unions and Industrial 
Departments.” I claim I have done that. 

“He shall receipt for same, care for and deposit all monies as instructed by the 
General Executive Board in some solvent bank or banks, which shall be drawn out 
only to pay indebtedness rising out of due conduct of the business of the organiza- 
tion, and then only if bills shall have first been duly presented by the creditors 
when a check shall be drawn by him in payment thereof.” I claim every payee 
I have made is covered by a check and a receipt. Your own auditing committee 


has found it is true. 
“Je shall devote his entire time to the affairs of the organization.” TI claim I 


have done that. 

“He shall employ such assistants as are necessary to conduct the affairs of his 
office, remuneration for such employes to be fixed by the General Executive Board 
and General Secretary-Treasurer.” I haven’t added to the employes of the office. 

‘“‘A)l officials of the Industrial Workers of the World shall abide by the general 
constitution.” I claim I have done that. 

It further states, “Any willful or intentional violation thereof shall be sufficient 
cause for recall.” I claim I have never violated the constitution. 

The peopie who preferred these charges evidently don’t know the duties of the 
Secretury-Treasurer. I admit nothing and deny everything. The only place I could 
be guilty is where I am not acting as secretary of this convention. I don’t see 
anything brought out in eross-examination worthy of taking up the time of the con- | 
vention. I have just this to say, while I was in office I did everything I could to 
comply with the wishes of the last convention, previous conventions rulings of the | 
Executive Boards and the constitution, and I did try to carry them ae 


I have been suspended by this convention from office. No reasons were given. | 
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I didn’t require an excuse. All I ask in regard to the controversy is that I be vindi- 
cated. There should be a decision made by this convention as to whether I am right 
or wrong, whether all these allegations have any truth. It is just a lot of mud 
slinging. I claim if this convention does justice it will adopt a resolution that I be 
found not guilty. I claim it is a matter of duty that this convention remove the 
suspension and reinstate me in office, as I intend t6 resign immediately after. 

As I fought on the side that was right as to the constitution question of the two- 
thirds majority, I obey as I see it.. I was not only constitutional, I was better than 
that. At all times I was right. Personally I would rather be right and serve the 
interests of the organization than to be constitutional. If I wanted to be consti- 
tutional I could have hurt the organization very seriously. I wouldn’t have nego- 
tiated a loan of $5,000 to finance this convention that is now in session. I took it 
upon myself to see that there was enough money to carry on the convention, to see 
that there was enough money on hand to carry on and fight this injunction, and I 
believe this convention will adjourn to see that I have taken not only the right atti- 
tude but unusual chances, and saw to it that the funds of this organization were 
protected and could not be touched by the opposite side. 

I hold that at all times I have acted in the interests of the organization on the 
side that is right, and the membership I believe will hold to the same position, and 
I believe the convention will too. . 

All I have to say is that there have been more lies spread until probably the 
last few weeks it was impossible to live up to the constitution. You know it is im- 
possible. If you don’t I might inform you that there never has been a constitutional 
convention. Every convention was unconstitutional. There are many acts of this 
convention that are not constitutional. Does that mean that they are malicious, and 
as the constitution states, willful or intentional? It is far better to be constitutionally 
wrong that to be constitutional. I claim that has been the outline of my policy. 

I think the least this convention should do is to dismiss the charges, and that I 
be found not guilty, be reinstated in office, and I will resign immediately thereafter. 

Chairman Welinder: This should end up this part of it. All parties have been 


heard. There are only ten minutés left. I will have a few documents that have 
just come in read. 


SAM KAPON 


Thursday Afternoon Session, October 30th 


Chairman Welinder: We will continue with the controversy. 

Gray (110): I understand there is a fellow worker from out of town brought 
in by this convention. I think he should get the floor. 

Chairman Welinder: There is no ruling laid down, and the chair announced at 
the time we started that we would call one from each side. With your permission 
we will ask Fellow Worker Kapon to take the floor. 

The ruling laid down for conducting this hearing is that Fellow Worker Kapon 
has one-half hour for his opening statement, and then the delegates will have 
a right to question him. We will go around the floor twice, and after that he will 
have ten minutes to conclude his final arguments. 

I don’t think there were any separate charges made against you. I understand 
that the reason for calling you in is particularly in regard to the injunction now 
pending and the stand which you take toward that injunction as a member of the 
General Executive Board, if you approve of that injunction, if you approve of the 
body or whether you disapprove of it. This is the contention of the convention. Am 
I correct? : 

Mann (110): Will you inform Fellow Worker Kapon that he is a suspended 
member of the G. E. B.? 
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You are a suspended member of the G. E. B., the convention 
having taken over the executive part of the organization temporarily. I hope you 
understand, and will do all possible to help us come to an agreement in this case, 

Kapon (210-220): I would like to know, as a point of information, if all the 
G. E. B. members involved on poth sides of this question which is known as the 
controversy are on trial or not. 

Chairman Welinder: No, you are the only one. We heard the reports and the 
hearing of one this forenoon on the charges and on the controversy. None of the 
others have appeared. They refused to appear. There are Rowan, Ryan, Bowerman, 
and Trotter who so far have not seen fit to appear one the floor to report or anything. 
We. have notified Charles Anderson by wire, if I am correct. McMurphy was also 
notified by wire, but being so far away, they are excused. 

Kapon (210-220): Well, Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Workers, seeing 
Iam the first man of the other faction who is giving the details of his side, I wish 
to state several things, first that I wasn’t at headquarters at the time when this 
occurred. Anderson was there. The body of the G. E. B. were also there. They 
were the sole witnesses of the case and they didn’t testify. It seems to me that J 
have to take the stand alone, or in other words that I have to put up the arguments 
on this side alone, and yet I wasn’t there on the 29th. On those grounds I refuse to 
testify on this controversy whatever. 

Chairman Welinder: Are you willing to answer questions from the floor here? 

Kapon (210-220)-: As far as the functions in the field or anything like that I will 
answer all the questions I possibly can, but anything referring to the controversy I 
refuse to answer. 

Chairman Welinder: You sent a telegram advising that you were willing to appear 
providing we sent the transportation. You received the transportation didn’t you? 

Kapon (210-220): I did. y 

Chairman Welinder: We will now proceed with the questions in regular order, 
and we will start from the other side this time. 

Gray (110): I would like to have it explained a little more fully. Fellow Worker 
Kapon is not on trial. There are no charges preferred against him. All we want 
is his report as a G. E. B. member of this controversy, what he knows about it. 

Chairman Welinder: Are you willing to report to the convention as a member 
of the G. E. B. your activities during this controversy? 

Kapon (210-220): Yes. 

Chairman Welinder: All right, proceed. 

Kapon (210-220): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Workers: I left Butte, 
Montana, on July 10th and came to Chicago when I heard of the controversy or 
trouble, in other words, arriving at general headquarters in Chicago. After I 
arrived here we made several investigations as the Investigating Committee. We 
came as the Investigating Committee, three other fellows and myself, and we inter- 
viewed what we call the G. E. B. faction, and we also interviewed part of the Doyle 
faction, Doyle himself and Joe Fisher. 

Later on I was notified that I was elected as a G. O. C. member, as my name 
was on the ballot. The G. O. C. and the Secretary-Treasurer of Butte, Montana, 
recommended to me that I act as chairman, which meant as a G. E. B. member, for 
the time being in Chicago, which I did. I received recommendations to that effect, 
and in other words when Fellow Worker Anderson’s time expired I was supposed to act 
and did act as chairman of 210-220. 

Now in regard to the controversy I will not mention anything at all about that, 
but I will say that I was seated with the G. E. B. members as a Board member. I 
also signed the credentials which were for the delegates of this convention. That 
is all. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): I would like to ask you if you think this 
controversy could be settled in the capitalistic court? 
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Chairman Welinder: 


bi 


Kapon (210-220): I do not think it is right to have it settled in a capitalistic 
court. 

Chuba (440): I would like to ask you if you think the G. E. B. did right by 
going to the court and getting an injunction’ against officials of the I. W. W. instead 
of taking the matter up with the general membership? 

Kapon (210-220): Fellow Worker, I don’t know what is fair and what is not 
fair. In order to answer that question I must know the whole details from the 
beginning of the case. I don’t know that. For that reason and Dae I wasn’t 
there on the 29th of July I can’t answer that question. 

Chuba (440): J asked you if you think they did right by going to the capitalistic 
court? 

Kapon (210-220): I can’t say they did right. Of course not. They can’t have, 
because it hurts the I. W. W. At the same time I don’t want to tell you either way. 
In order to testify I would have to know the whole thing from the beginning, and 
I don’t know that. 

Henrikson (330): This Fellow Worker claims he doesn’t know the facts of the 
case and can’t testify. I want to put that over once more. Do you think it is 
right under the principle of the I. W. W. in any case to go to the capitalistic court 
to settle a question? 

Kapon (210-220): Fellow Worker I answered that question. 

Henrikson (330): As a member of the G. E. B. do you in your mind consider the 
preamble of the I. W. W. constitution as a guide for your actions? 

Kapon (210-220): Ask that question again. 

Henrikson (330): Have you read the preamble? It says, “The working class 
and the employing class have nothing in common.” What is your interpretation of 
the word “‘please’’? 

Kapon (210-220): Fellow Worker, I don’t know. 

Henrikson (330): Here is our preamble and es it says, “The working class 
and the employing class have nothing in common.” That means they have nothing 
in common through the court or in any other way. 

Here in the injunction it says, “May it please the court.” Which court? The 
capitalistic court, of course. I wanted to know whether you took the preamble of 
the Industrial Workers of the World as a guide. I ask you, don’t you think that the 
first paragraph, the first sentence of this injunction claim and the first sentence of 
the first paragraph of our preamble are contrary? 

Kapon (210-220): Absolutely, they are contrary, but the question is what 
brought that preamble to such a position as that. In other words, are they right in 
the preamble? 

Henrikson (330): If you say this is contrary, you must admit that taking a case 
of the Industrial Workers of the World to a capitalistic court i$ wrong. 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t favor it in any way. 

Leonard (310): As a member of the Investigating Committee did you find out 
what started the controversy? 


Kapon (210-220): Fellow Worker, in regard to the controversy and being on 
the Investigating Committee, I would like to state that the Investigating Committee 
had a controversy among themselves to tell you the facts about it. There weren’t 
two or three men that agreed on any matter. One voted this way, and the other 
voted that way. In other words, I don’t believe an Investigating Committee of three 
or five or even ten was sufficient for the whole I. W. W. However, I was 
on the Investigating Committee and I still maintain I made a mistake by doing so. 

Leonard (310): You believe then that just a few members had no business 
coming in here? 

Kapon (210-220): I believe everybody is entitled to investigate everything. On 
that account I came in voluntarily. Most of the time the Investigating Committee was 
talking about a settlement, bringing both factions together and making them agree. 
I maintain that is a proposition for the entire I. W. W. 
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Leonard (310): What I mean is, do you believe you had a right to come in 


here and investigate it personally? 


Kapon (210-220): I believe that. 
Leonard (310): When you took Fellow Anderson’s place on the G. E. B. did 


you take his place on the injunction? 
Kapon (210-220): I absolutely took the stand that Fellow Worker Anderson 


took when he was there. I had to take it. 
Leonard (310): You took his place? 
Kapon (210-220): I filled his vacancy. 
Leonard (310): Did you put or were you willing to put your name on the 


injunction in place of Fellow Worker Anderson? 

Kapon (210-220): I did not put my name on the injunction. As far as I was 
concerned I couldn’t do anything for it or against it either. In fact, I am. opposed 
to the injunction, it is a poor tactic, and I know it can’t settle the argument. That 
was the worst of it. 

Erwin (230): Did either faction, when you came in on that Investigating 
Committee, refuse to cooperate with you in your investigation? 

Kapon (210-220): Not that I know of. What is the use if the committee isn’t 
organized itself? Instead of trying to settle this among themselves, they fought 
among themselves. 

Erwin (230): While you were investigating did you run into evidence that 
proved to you that there were guns in evidence at the time the G. E. B. was thrown 
out? 

Kapon (210-220): I had to take Anderson’s stand. He was a witness of the 
case. 

Erwin (230): What date did you take Anderson’s place? 

Kapon (210-220): I took his place on something like September 26th. 

Oates (210-220): Did you see any violence used on either side? 


Kapon (210-220): Well, as I stated previously, I don’t like to go too deep into 
this thing. 

Oates (210-220): I am asking in regard to these two factions. I don’t think 
there is any danger of the man speaking what he has seen. I would like to know if 
you saw any violence used on either side of this controversy? 

Kapon (210-220): I saw Fellow Worker Buchwald in his office, but I wasn’t 
present at the time. 


Oates (210-220): I want to know if you saw any violence used? 
Kapon (210-220): Fellow Workers, I heard a lot of threats. 
Oates (210-220): Was there any threat made against you? 


Kapon (210-220): There wasn’t any that I heard of. You mean from both 
factions? 


Oates (210-220): From both factions. 


Kapon (210-220): They called me names and bawled me TOE, that was while we 
were on the Investigating Committee. 


Oates (210-220): From the time you took that seat on the Board for 210-220 
did they give you any reason for putting an injunction on? 


Kapon (210-220): Well, they gave me reasons, of course. 
Oates (210-220): Do you mind explaining to the delegates? 


Kapon (210-220): The first one that gave me a reason was Anderson. He told 
me they were run out of headquarters on the refusal of the general organizer to 
mix with them. In fact, they were forced to get out, and had fought and seratched 
noses, and I didn’t go into it any deeper. They had the injunction. 


Oates (210-220): That was the only reason they gave for the injunction? 
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Kapon (210-220): Those were the only reasons they gave me. I think that 
was enough. 

Oates (210-220): You signed a communication against the injunction before 
you took your position of chairman of 210-220. 

Kapon (210-220): Yes, that was on the Investigating Committee. 

Oates (210-220): Will you state what were your reasons for holding out on 
the side of the injunction after you signed the communication against the injunction? 
Do you think you took a consistent stand by staying in with the injunctioneers? 

Kapon (210-220): Iwas a representative of 210-220. The other representatives 
were from different unions. I was supposed to be there with them. 

Oates (210-220): Did you have any order from the G. O. C. as to what side 
you should take when you came to Chicago? 

Kapon (210-220): No, I didn’t get any direct orders as to which side I should 
take. I was informed to use my best judgment in the case of this controversy in 
Chicago. 

Oates (210-220): Before you came to Chicago did you know that 210-220 had 
received orders to remit no funds to either faction? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t know. 

Oates (210-220): Then during the time you were on this Board did you do 
anything to get the injunction lifted? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t do anything because I didn’t place my name on it, 
and I believed it couldn’t be settled before the convention anyway. 

Oates (210-220): In other words, you just remained a silent member of the 
injunction? 

Did you try in any way to get the Defense funds released? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t. That question didn’t come up to me that-I had to 
release the funds. 

Oates (210-220): Is it not a fact that I asked you to release the Defense funds 
tostake care of certain defense cases that needed defense promptly? 

Kapon (210-220): That is all right. While I was a member I remember that 
I referred you to the chairman. You asked him a question. It wasn’t logical that 
T could give it to you, but I would have liked to. 

Oates (210-220): Did they have a meeting on that matter after they asked me 
to make out the letter, seal it and give it to the chairman? Did you have a meeting 
on it? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t remember the meeting. I know we had several 
meetings, though I don’t remember what day. 

Oates (210-220): In other words, you were up there but you didn’t have any- 
thing to say or do at all. I am simply trying to get the facts. This is not against 
you personally. I am here as a representative of 210-220, and I would like to 
get all the information I can. I think if you have any information you ought to 
give it to us. I would like to get at the bottom of some of this for the benefit of 
the members. 

Mattson (210-220): You admitted that the injunction was a poor tactic. What 
was your reason for supporting the injunctioneers? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t line up with the injunctioneers, but I took the place 
of a man whose time expired, and I filled his place. Whatever the reason is for the 
injunction, I don’t know, but that man was an eye-witness of the case. 

Mattson (210-220): Did you take any steps toward withdrawing the injunc- 
tion? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t take any steps. 

Mattson (210-220): Weren’t you ordered back to Butte? 

Kapon (210-220): No, I wasn’t ordered back to Butte, but there was something 
circulated that I should go on the other side of the rank. 

Mattson (210-220): I saw a communication which ordered you back to Butte. 
Why did you refuse to go back? 
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Kapon (210-220): Why did I refuse to go back in answer to that communica- 
tion? The reason is this, it was a misunderstanding of the case. I know what you 
are talking about now. There was no telegram sent from Butte, but there was a 
meeting at the time, and I received instructions. I didn’t know where I was at 
when I received those instructions. 

Mattson (210-220): Are you still on the payroll of 210-220? 

Kapon (210-220): Iam not. 

Mattson (210-220): Is it true that there was some money remitted to Rowan 
aud his faction? 

Kapon (210-220): I wasn’t on the G. E. B. at that time. 

Mattson (210-220): You were talking about threats. I read a communication 
from one of the committeemen that the Investigating Committee sent down, and 
it said you were threatened. Is that right? 

Kapon (210-220): Yes. 

Broman (120): I want to ask you that question over again. Did you advise 
Martin to remit to James Rowan? 

Kapon (210-220): No, I didn’t. 

Broman (120): Who notified you to meet on the G. E. B.? 

Kapon (210-220): On the expired term of Fellow Worker Anderson I took his 
place. 

Broman (120): Who notified you to do that? 

Kapon (210-220): The secretary-treasurer. 

Broman (120): How did you come to meet with Rowan, Bowerman, Trotter 
and Ryan? 

Kapon (210-220): I was going into the place where they have their office. 

Broman (120): How did you happen to choose them? Is it a fact that there 
were two factions of the G. E. B.? ; 

Kapon (210-220): There was one faction at 1001 West Madison Street and one 
faction at the other place. C 

Broman (120): How did you happen to be there? 

Kapon (210-220): There was no G. E. B. at 1001. 

Broman (120): I was in the field and I knew there were two G. E. B.’s. It 
seems peculiar you didn’t know. 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t call them G. E. B.’s. 

Broman (120): Do you call Joe Fisher a G. E. B. member? 

Kapon (210-220): I call him a general organizer. He does belong to the 
G. E. B. 

Broman (120): I merely asked you if you recognize Joe Fisher as a member 
of the G. E. B.? 

Kapon (210-220): I know he was elected, but I don’t recognize him as a member 
of the G. E. B. after this controversy. 

Broman (120): Do you recognize Arthur Linn as a G. E. B. member? 

Kapon (210-220): As far as that is concerned, I don’t know the man at all. 


Broman (120): Did you recognize Charles Gibson? 
Kapon (210-220): He didn’t meet with us, the G. E. B. 
Broman (120): I asked if you recognized him as a G. E. B. member. 


Kapon (210-220): As far as me recognizing him, I would if he was in session 
with the G. E. B. 


Broman (120): If he met with Rowan would you recognize him? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know. 

Broman (120): When you were elected to the G. E. B., did you study the 
constitution in regard to the duties of the G. E. B.? 

Kapon (210-220): I did. 


ia (120): Do you know the different ways a G. E. B. meeting can be 
Caled. 
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Kapon (210-220): The only way I know is upon the call of one or more Indus- 
trial Unions, and also by the general organizer. ‘ 

Broman (120): Are those the only two ways? 

Kapon (210-220): Yes. 

Broman (120): Which one of the ways did you meet these fellows? 

Kapon (210-220): They called themselves as Industrial Union chairmen. 

Broman (120): Still you admit there are only two ways to call them? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know. 

Broman (120): How did you come to the conclusion that the meetings you 
attended as a G. E. B. member were real, bona fide G. E. B. meetings? 

_, Kapon (210-220): What do you mean? 

Broman (120): How do you figure that the meetings you attended as a G. E. B. 
member were real, legal meetings? : 

Kapon (210-220): Well, these members were elected by I. U.’s as G. E. B. 
members. They were I. U. representatives, and when such an injustice arose over 
a particular point they were put out of there, but where were they going to meet? 

Broman (120): The question is not where they would meet, but how you came 
to the conclusion that they were real, legal G. E. B. meetings? 

Kapon (210-220): Because they were elected by I. U.’s. 

Broman (120): Were Charles Gibson and Arthur Linn elected by I. U.’s? 

Kapon (210-220): I guess they were. They didn’t associate with the G. E. B. 

Broman (120): In your opinion if guns were used for removal do you think 
the injunction would be justified on those grounds? 

Kapon (210-220): Say that again. 

Broman (120): I say, we will admit for the sake of argument that guns and 
blackjacks were used in the ejection of the G. E. B. from headquarters. Would 
that justify the use of the injunction? 

Kapon (210-220): I can’t answer that, because this never occurred. 

Broman (120): Every member in this convention can answer that. I am only 
asking for your individual ‘opinion. ‘ 

Kapon (210-220): In such a case I don’t see which would be the worst. It is 
as bad one way as the other. 

Broman (120): In other words you have no opinion on that. In regard to this 
I-understand you wrote an article against the injunction. Is that correct? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t write any article. 

Broman (120): I understand you wrote an article and signed it. 

Kapon (210-220): There was testimony of the Investigating Committee that 
was signed by the Investigating Committee. 

Gray (110): I want the first’ question answered in the minutes. Do you recog- 
nize this convention as a legal convention of the I, W. W.? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know where that question came before. 

Gray (110): Do you recognize this as the Sixteenth Annual Convention of the 
IW. W.? 

Kapon (210-220): Why certainly. I signed my name on credentials for the 
two men who are here. 

Gray (110): How long have you been a member of the I. W. W.? 

Kapon (210-220): Since 1918. 

Gray (110): When you left Butte you had credentials as .2 G. E. B. member? 

Kapon (210-220): No. 

Gray (110): You had no credentials from the secretary of 210-220? 

Kapon (210-220): No. 

Gray (110): You had no credentials as a G. E. B. member? 

Kapon (210-220): No. 

Gray (110): You had no letters of introduction to the different factions in 
Chicago? 

Kapon (210-220): You mean as a G. E. B. member? 
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Gray (110): Asan official of the G. B. B. 
Kapon (210-220): On the day I left Butte, no. I was on the ballot while I 


was in Butte. 

Gray (110): Did Fellow Worker Doyle and Fellow Worker Fisher recognize 
you asa G. E. B. member? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t ask them. I wasn’t a G. E. B. member at that 
time. 

Gray (110): When you were on the Investigating Committee you were not a 
G. E. B. memher? 

Oates (210-220): Fellow Worker Kapon left Butte on the Investigating Com- 
mittee. He received word while he was in here that he was elected chairman on the 
G. E. B. They appointed him chairman pro tempore. 

Gray (110): Now, Fellow Worker Kapon, you said in answer to previous ques- 
tions you sat with Rowan’s faction of the convention because the other G. E. B. 
members were there. You know Arthur Linn, Joe Fisher and Charles Gibson are 
G. E. B. members? 

Kapon (210-220): I admit they are. 

Gray (110): After Anderson left there were four of the other faction left. 
There were five in the beginning, and when Anderson’s term was up there were four 
left? | 

Kapon (210-220): There were five still. 

Gray (110): How many were there before Anderson went off the board? 

Kapon (210-220): There were six, including the chairman. 

Gray (110): Then it was six to three. After Anderson left there were five, 
isn’t that right? 

Kapon (210-220): Yes. 

Gray (110): When you were elected there were five on one side and three on the 
other. Isn’t that right? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t count the other three. They weren’t in Chicago so 
far as I know, so that doesn’t involve me. 

Gray (110): I am trying to find out why you sat with this other bunch. The 
only reason you sat there was because there were two more members than on the 
other side? 

Kapon (210-220): I took the place of the other representative of 210-220. I 
filled his place. 

Gray (110): You took his word for everything in regard to the controversy? 

Kapon (210-220): I took his word, yes. 

Gray (110): Did you ask Doyle and Fisher for their side of the argument? 

Kapon (210-220): Well as far as me asking any of them, I couldn’t go by what 
I was told by one or the other. The main thing was the procedure upon the call of 
the general organizer. 

Gray (110): According to that Joe Fisher was the general organizer. 

Kapon (210-220): He was at that time. 

Gray (110): You didn’t sit on that Boacd of which he was chairman? 

Kapon (210-220): I wasn’t in Chicago. 

Gray (110): You said in regard to gun play, all you know about what was pulled 
off is what you heard from somebody else? 

Kapon (210-220): As far as gun play is concerned, all I know about it is what 
I heard. 

Gray (110): As far as you knowing anything positive, you don’t know anything 
about it? 

Kapon (210-220): I do not know. I never saw it. I wasn’t there at the time 
you refer to. 

Gray (110): As far as you know, you know nothing about it personally? 

Kapon (210-220): As far as I know I wasn’t in Chicago at that time 

Gray (110): Who wrote the G. E. B. report of September 15th? 
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Kapon (210-220): I wrote it. 

Gray (110): You have here, “Fellow Worker Buchwald, Secretary-Treasurer, 
was taken from his office by two armed men who attempted to kidnap him, and 
when they failed in this they beat him up on the street.” Have you any evidence 
as to that? 

Kapon (210-220): That was on Madison Street where their headquarters were, 
and just about twenty minutes after that occurred I came there. 

Chairman Welinder: Just a minute. You said Madison Street. Where on 
Madison Street? 

Kapon (210-220): At 2418 Madison Street. When I got to Buchwald’s office 
his nose was bleeding, and when I asked him what the trouble was he stated that 
two men came in, held him up and took him out into the street and into a taxicab, 
and they hit him over the head. He stated they held him and hit him. I don’t know 
whether it happened outside or what they did. 

Gray (110): All you have is his word for that? 

Kapon (210-220): I saw that he had a nose bleed. 

Gray (110): He could have bumped into a wall or a streetcar, or a bum eg 
have hit him. Does this mean that the two armed men were members of the 
I. W. W.? 

Kapon (210-220): That is what he said. 

Gray (110): He said they were members of the I. W. W.? 

Kapon (210-220): He said that. 

Gray (110): You don’t say it in the report. Did he identify them? 

Kapon (210-220): Idon’t know. That is up to him. 

Gray (110): I will quote from your report again: “I wonder if Doyle and 
Fisher know where Fritz and Company are dwelling at? In California we have been 
spending quite a few dollars through legal defense in proving this organization has 
no secret methods.’” Who is this character Fritz? 

Kapon (210-220): That is what I want to know. 

Gray (110): You stated something here. Who is Fritz? 

Kapon (210-220): Well in order to find out who Fritz is you must go through 
the whole details from both sides. My argument is that I can convince a body, and 
that is sufficient. 

Gray (110): We paid your transportation here to find out. I want to know 
who Fritz is. You mentioned him in your report, signed by you. 

Kapon (210-220): Such publicity that went to the bulletin last winter and the 
fact that we were bothering too much with the different kinds, it occurred in the 
discussion quite a few times. 

Gray (110): Was Fritz mentioned in the general report? 

Kapon (210-220): Fritz signed his name to the article. 

Gray (110): Somebody writes articles and signs his name Fritz? 

Kapon (210-220): He issued another article and apologized and said so and 
so was writing against him. 

Gray (110): What publication were Fritz’ articles published in? 

Kapon (210-220)): JI think in the early part of this year around March. 

Gray (110): In what publication? In the general office bulletin? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know. 

Gray (110): Fellow Worker Kapon, you understand that whether 210-220 is 
licensed or not they are at present represented on this injunction by the name of 
Anderson. Now you are representing 210-220 on the G. E. B., or rather you were 
until this convention suspended it. Are you willing to go to court and tell the 
court that 210-220 is not represented on that injunction any more, that you have 
taken Anderson’s place on the board, and that you are opposed to that injunction 
and want Anderson’s name withdrawn, as the succeeding G. E. B. member? 

Kapon (210-220): Well, the recommendation left to me by Anderson was that 
I should withdraw his name when I saw that things are fit for settlement in general. 
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Gray (110): Are you willing to go down and tell the court that Anderson 
do that? 
sae Fe ein hoy. In order to comply with his wishes I want to know if the 
affair is ready to be settled, that is, I want to know more about it. I was informed 
that the injunction was lifted this morning. 

Gray (110): Oh, no. Who told you that? 

Kapon (210-220): Fellow Worker Oates. He said headquarters are open, 

Gray (110): That doesn’t mean the injunction has been lifted. It is open in 
spite of the injunction. Do you believe that this convention should settle this 
controversy once and for all? 

Kapon (210-220): I always maintained that the convention is the only thing 
that will settle it. 

Gray (110): You understand this convention has convened for that purpose? 

Kapon (210-220): Yes. 

Gray (110): You also understand that both sides wanted a convention to settle 
the matter. 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know. 

Gray (110): Didn’t both sides issue a call for the delegates to come in from 
the field and settle this controversy? 

Kapon (210-220): I know the side I was on called for the convention. 

Chairman Welinder: Fellow Worker Gray, you have had the floor for twenty 
minutes. There is a limit. 

Gray (110): I want to know as a member of the Administration Committee. 

Chairman Welinder: You are only a delegate. 

Gray (110): Don’t you think that all action taken in this controversy should 
be suspended, and this convention settle it, and that it should be taken out of 
the hands of the court immediately? 

Kapon (210-220): That was the understanding in the first place that the 
convention would take immediate action when it got here, to substitute a certain 
committee in place, and both factions, in other words, would submit to the convention. 

Gray (110): Will you submit to any instructions this convention gives you in 
regard to this injunction? Will you follow out any instructions the convention 
gives you? ‘ , 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know what you want to give me instructions for. I 
thought the executive body was right here. 

Chairman Welinder: Answer these questions either “yes” or “no.” 

Gray (110): If this convention rules that Fellow Worker Kapon shall go to 
court as a witness, telling them that Anderson is a G. E. B. member and he wants 
210-220 not represented, isn’t that a fair question? 

Chairman Welinder: No, it isn’t. He is not a G. E. B. member, he is only a 
member of the I. W. W. 

Hanson (110): In regard to a statement you made, it says there was an ex- 
pelled member hanging around headquarters. Who was this expelled member? 

Kapon (210-220): Ed Hayes, to my knowledge. 

Hanson (110): There is one other point I would like answered. I didn’t under- 
stand it before. You say in your report there have been threats made against 
your life. Did you take that as a joke, or was it meant seriously? 

Kapon (210-220): No. 

Fisher (110): You are pretty big and strong and husky. Let’s say you got intoa — 
serious dispute or disagreement, you mean to say you wouldn’t get mad and strike 
a blow at all? Is that your position? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t state anything of the kind. 

Fisher (110): You have been condemning fellows off hand because somebody 


got a smash in the nose. That is taking the position that you are at all times opposed 
to it. 


Kapon (210-220): Certainly, there must be something unreasonable there that | 
they must got a poke themselves if they can’t settle the thing intelligently. 
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Jordan (110): You came in here as a member of the investigating committee 
from Butte, Montana? 

Kapon (210-220): I did. 

Jordan (110): Who were the other members that came in with you? 

Kapon (210-220): Hart, Goggin and Burns. 

Jordan (110): Did you investigate both sides when you came in? 

Kapon (210-220): As far as the logical investigation of anything, I didn’t 
investigate with the committee at all when we went there. It was nothing but 
a lot of talking. In other words, we were the' investigating committee and had 
credentials, but as far as the logical investigation was concerned, why we didn’t 
discuss it deeply. We only brought a report on what one faction stated and what 
the other faction stated or of the convention. We had a meeting only one time 

Jordan (110): From what you had found out through investigating have you 
formed any conclusion which side was right or which side was wrong? 

Kapon (210-220): In regard to which side is right or which side is wrong, I took 
the same position as Fellow Worker Anderson took before me. 

Jordan (110): Did you come in here to release Anderson, or to investigate both 
factions of the G. E. B.? 

Kapon (210-220): I came in to investigate both factions of the G. E. B. 

Jordan (110): Did you make a report of your findings as a member of the 
investigating committee? 

Kapon (210-220): Yes, we signed one report. 

Jordan (110): It says here, “As members of the I. W. W. we condemn the 
action of the G. E. B. in taking the power from the G. E. B. and giving it to the 
capitalist court,” which they did in the injunction. Did you sign an article that has 
that clause in it? 

Kapon (210-220)): I did. 

Jordan (110): In your investigation did you find out whether or not there was 
gun play, sapping up and so forth carried on at headquarters by either side? © 

Kapon (210-220): As I said previously, I wasn’t at headquarters at the time. 

Jordan (110): You weren’t there, but couldn’t you find out through your inves- 
tigation if there was any violence? 

Kapon (210-220): I heard with my own ears a lot of threats against this G. 
E. B., that they would “get them” and this and that. 

Jordan (110): Did you ever hear that before you came to Chicago? 

Kapon (210-220): No, I didn’t hear anything. 

Jordan (110): Did you ever read any telegrams to that effect that were sent out 
into the field? 

Kapon (210-220): No. " 

Jordan (110): Were you elected at Butte, Montana, to represent that branch 
as a member of the Investigating Committee, or were you self appointed on the 
Investigating Committee? 

Kapon (210-220): *I was elected. 

Jordan (110): Did the Butte branch elect you, Burns and Hart, and did they 
hold a meeting and elect’ you to come in and investigate? 

Kapon (210-220): They did. 

Jordan (110): When you came in you condemned the G. E. B. for taking it to 
the capitalist court. Later on you went and functioned on the same board with 
them, didn’t you? 

Kapon (210-220): I did. 

Jordan (110): Did you draw any wages while a member of the G. E. B.? 

Kapon (210-220): I did. About $100 was advanced to me in Chicago. 

Jordan (110): Was that advanced to you after you became a member of the 
Board? 

Kapon (210-220): It was. 


Jordan (110): Did you read any of the minutes of the previous meetings of the 
so-called rump G. E. B.? 
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Kapon (210-220): I have read the minutes. What are you referring to? 

Jordan (110): Did you read any of the minutes of the G. E. B. meeting of 
which you were a member, and did you read any ‘of the minutes of the previous 
meetings? Did you ever attend a Board meeting of the G. E. B.? 

Kapon (210-220): Certainly. 

Jordan (110): Was a record of the minutes kept? 

Kapon (210-220): Absolutely. } ; 

Jordan (110): Did you ever read the minutes of any previous meeting before 
that ? 

Kapon (210-220): I did. 

Jordan (110): Do you remember the part where it says, ‘“Moved by Bowerman, 
seconded by Trotter, that we draw money in the form of wages.” Did you ever 
read that? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t remember that action. 

Jordan (110): Would you approve of such a motion? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t see that. 

Jordan (110): If I show you that motion will you believe they made it? 

Kapon (210-220): If I saw it in their minutes I would, but I didn’t see the 
minutes. In other words, I never had my eyes on any motion like that. 

Jordan (110): The truth is you didn’t know what was going on in Chicago. 

Kapon (210-220): In what way? 

Jordan (110): You didn’t know what was what. You didn’t know, you haven't 
seen, you have no proof, you just merely took it for granted what Anderson told 
you of his reason for signing the injunction was right. You believed Fellow Worker 
Anderson. 

Kapon (210-220): Yes. 

Jordan (110): You had an interview as a member of the Investigating 
Committee? : 

Kapon (210-220): No. 

Jordan (110): Did you see Fisher and Doyle? 

Kapon (210-220): I did. 

Jordan (110): Did they agree to meet the other faction and get together and 
try to settle this affair among themselves? Were they willing to agree and call a 
Board meeting and settle this dispute in Chicago? 

Kapon (210-220): I wasn’t with them at that time. They were split up already 
before I came here. 

Jordan (110): There is no use questioning you any further. 

Oberman (110): Did you come here to investigate both sides when you came 
from Butte? ‘ou were supposed to do that. 

Kapon (210-220): I did as much as I was able to. 

Oberman (110): Do you believe in the injunction as it is today? 

Kapon (210-220): That question was answered before. I said in my statement 
that I don’t believe in the injunction. Absolutely no. 

Oberman (110): Did you write any articles after you left the Investigating 
Committee pertaining to the injunction? 

Kapon (210-220): Not that I know of. 

Oberman (110): Did you write an article in a bulletin of any kind? 

Kapon (210-220): The article read was the only one I signed. 


Oberman (110): Here in this bulletin is a report submitted to all officials 
and the membership which is signed by you. Is that the one? 


Kapon (210-220): That is the same one read before. 


Cole (110): You admit that half of the statements in this article you wrote 
from hearsay? 


Kapon (210-220): What is your question? 


Cole (110): You admit that half of that article, probably three-fourths, is | 
hearsay, something that you just heard? 
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Kapon (210-220): No, not that way. I don’t know how you could exactly make 
that two-thirds or three-fourths. 

Cole (110): You admitted to various members that you heard that he got 
beat up. There were threats against your life but you are not dead yet, and a few 
other questions that you submitted to the membership in general. I want to know 
if you would repudiate that statement? 

Kapon (210-220): I won’t repudiate it. 

Cole (110): You were a delegate to the general convention last year. Do you 
believe the decision of the last convention in regard to the Leavenworth contro- 
versy should be lived up to? 

Kapon (210-220): I have nothing to do with the Leavenworth controversy. 

Cole (110): Do you believe that should be lived up to? 

Kapon (210-220): I know nothing about it. 

Cole (110): The decision was laid down by you delegates of the last general 
convention. You voted on this. It was in regard to Chaplin, who was against Kane 
and Blossom, and a decision that you delegates agreed upon. There was Chaplin, 
Brazier and Forrest Edwards on one side, Kane and Blossom on the other, backed 
up by the fellow workers in Leavenworth. penitentiary at that time. 

...Cole (110) read the Grievance Committee’s report... 

Cole (110): Do you believe the membership ought to live up to that decision 
that you delegates passed on? a 

Kapon (210-220): It wasn’t practically understood. There were so many mo- 
tions. The ratification was supposed to be left in the rank and file’s hands. 

Cole (110): Then you believe the rank and file should rule, providing you can 
do the ruling? It is generally understood by me as an individual, and I don’t care 
who knows it, it makes no difference who get the offices. 

Chairman Welinder: After this we will have the floor for discussion and 
nothing else, but questioning now. 

Mann (110): Do you repudiate this leaflet? 

Kapon (210-220): I do not repudiate it. 

Mann (110): Fellow Worker Kapon, do you know the duties of a G. E. 
B. member? 

Kapon (210-220): Under the present interpretation of the by-laws every man 
interprets it a different way. 

Mann (110): I am asking you, yes or no? 

Kapon (210-220): Ido understand part of them. 

Mann (110): After Anderson’s term expired you took his seat on the Board; 
you admitted that? 

Kapon (210-220): Yes. 

Mann (110): You attended meetings of the Board, did you not? . 

Kapon (210-220): I filled his position, yes. 

Mann (110): At any time at those meetings did you discuss the questions of the 
injunction? 

Kapon (210-220): Well, I think we did. 

Mann (110): That is right, you did. Did you ever put yourself on record in 
those meetings against the continuation of spending money and furthering the in- 
junction? Did you ever object one way or the other at those meetings? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t object either way, because it was impossible for a 
settlement of any kind. 

Mann (110): I asked if you objected. 

Chairman Welinder: He did not object. 

Mann (110): If you did not object then you helped and aided in the injunction, 
did you not? 

' Kapon (210-220): I don’t see where I aided them if I happened to be out in 
the field and not on either side. The injunction would probably have stayed as it 
is. All I could do was to maintain the convention. 

Mann (110): Where did the funds come from’to finance the injunction? You 
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said and admitted that the question of the injunction was discussed. Where did 
the money come from that financed it; who paid it? 

Kapon (210-220): The Industrial Unions 310, 120, part of 210-220. 

Mann (110): Since you have been a member of the Board? 

Kapon (210-220): Your question is involving me too deeply. 

Mann (110): Did 310 and 120 finance the injunction? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t say they did, to my knowledge, but I say they gave 
me a check and said, “Tell them to use the money for the injunction.” The money 
must come from somewhere in the I. W. W. 

Mann (110): It is not for you as an individual. I want to know if you were 
a member of the Board, and if you were you must know where you got your wages 
from and who was responsible for the paying. The headquarters of 120 and 310 
paid per capita, and that per capita was used in furthering the injunction. 

Kapon (210-220): I only know the money was advanced for carrying on the 
office work of the Union affairs. I don’t know where the money came from. 

Mann (110): You repudiated that statement. Is that statement written by 
you in the August bulletin of the general office under heading of ‘Investigation 
of Butte Committee’’? 

Kapon (210-220): This is the one while I was on the Investigating Committee, 

Mann (110): But you don’t repudiate it, do you? 

Kapon (210-220): What do you mean? 

Chairman Welinder: Repudiate means to change your opinion and that you no 
longer accept it as correct. : 

Kapon (210-220): Some statements are correct, and some aren’t. I found 
that out later. g 

Mann (110): In regard to this repudiation, I will quote out of this bulletin 
what you have written: “Having arrived in Chicago Sunday morning, August 17th, 
we went to headquarters and heard Doyle’s and Fisher’s side of the story, which 
was backed! up by the office help and fellow workers who have been in Chicago 


since this started. What they said is the same as has been in the general office } 
bulletin. We then went up to the five members of the G. E. B. and they told us 
just the opposite. They refused to meet Doyle and Fisher.” 

Was that a fact? 


Kapon (210-220): In the light you are casting I know what my idea is, and 
I know what that statement refers to. 

Mann (110): I mean so they come together? 

Kapon (210-220): At that time it required more than yes or no. It requires 
more specifications to give the details of the case. 

Mann (110): When you were elected on the Board didn’t you receive $50 
from Butte, Montana, from the headquarters of your Industrial Union? 

Kapon (210-220): I received $100 while I was in Chicago, as I stated previously. 

Mann (110): Who sent you that money? 

Kapon (210-220): Pat Mee. 

Mann (110): Where did he send it to? What address? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know what address, but he sent the money to a post 
office box. 

Mann (110): You said the I. W. W. property was in danger and that is why 
you thought Anderson was right. I know it was in danger on both sides, because 
it was in danger of the injunction on one side over there with headquarters on both 
sides. What property was in danger of headquarters? 

Kapon (210-220): What do you mean? 

Mann (110): I mean that the Industrial Unions couldn’t carry their business 
which knocks the I. W. W. financially. The fact is you have never told the member- 
i acy anywhere that you were opposed to continuing the injunction any further, 

id you? 
Kapon (210-220): I did not. 
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Chairman Welinder: The others claim we haven’t asked any personal questions. 
I am going to ask a personal question. You admit that this convention is legal, that 
is a legal, bonafide convention? 

Kapon (210-220): Absolutely I admit that, because I signed the credentials 
for the delegates. 

Chairman Welinder: Then you grant this convention has the same power as 
any similar convention of the I. W. W. in the past? You admit that too, don’t you, 
that we have the same rights and power as other conventions of the I. W. W. that 
have been held in the past, for instance the last year’s convention which you 
attended? 


Kapon (210-220): Providing the rank and file and referendum ratifies their 
action. 

Chairman Welinder: You mean this convention should have waited to send you 
the $25 until we received the referendum? 

Kapon (210-220): What do you mean? 

Chairman Welinder: I mean exactly what I said, do you maintain this convention 
has the same power as last year’s convention of the I. W. W.? 

Kapon (210-220): Absolutely. ° 

Chairman Welinder: Now this convention has exercised the same power and 
expelled Rowan, Ryan, Trotter, Bowerman and the rest. My question is, with those 
men expelled from the I. W. W. will you still stick with them and help them to 
maintain an injunction on the I. W. W. property? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know what that means. . 

Chairman Welinder: That means they are no longer members of the I. W. W. 
Will you still stick with them, these non-members who are holding the injunction 
on I. W. W. property? 

Kapon (210-220): Fellow Worker Chairman, I told you fellows that I am a 
suspended official. 

Chairman Welinder: Those men Rowan and the others are no longer members 
of the I. W. W. since yesterday. They were expelled here, using the same right 
as you fellow workers did last year. The action will be subject to the approval of 
a referendum vote, but in the meantime they are not members of the IL W. W. 
unless the rank and file reinstate them, so consequently they are not members of 
the I. W. W. You have stuck with them in spite of all you say. The question. now 
is do you still stick with them while they are not members of the I. W. W.? 

Kapon (210-220): No, I can’t stick with anybody at all. I am not an official at 
all. 

Mann (110): I want this to go into these records, and I want him to answer 
yes” or “no’’, : ’ 

Chairman Welinder: I want a straight answer, because the question is straight. 
If you refuse, you are permitted to do so. Say, “I refuse to answer the question,” 
or “ves” or “Onan” 

Kapon (210-220): Do you mean that I am already a suspended member? 

Chairman Welinder: You are just a suspended member of the G. E..B. You are 
still a member of the I. W. W. and chairman of the G. 0. C. You are only 
suspended as a member of the G. E. B. ' 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t approve of the injunction. 

Chairman Welinder: Will you assist us in combating those members from 
keeping. the injunction on the I. W. W.? Will you assist your organization in 
getting those non-members to withdraw that injunction? 


éé 


Kapon (210-220): It seems to me that you are giving the convention in general 
the impression that I can withdraw the injunction. 

Chairman Welinder: Will you on the call of the temporary administration or 
the call of this convention go to court where the injunction is being heard and 
assist them in getting it lifted? Will you or will you not do it? 
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Kapon (210-220): I didn’t put my name on lbs 
Chairman Welinder: That is not the question. My name isn’t there either, 
but if the convention would ask me to run down, I would run down there and do 

all I could. 

Kapon (210-220): I will. 

Chairman Welinder: You said you met Buchwald and Buchwald told you that 
he had been abused by two fellow workers, that two fellow workers had attacked 
him and broken his nose. You said Buchwald told you that. 

Kapon (210-220): He stated that. 

Chairman Welinder: I want to know whether you asked Buchwald or whether 
you yourself went to work and examined their cards before or after they gave him 
the poke in the nose. Did you know they were members? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t see it. 

Chairman Welinder: Don’t you think you had some responsibility, and that 
you should have found out whether they were members of the I. W. W. or not? 
Did you make any attempt more than just asking Buchwald? 

Kapon (210-220): I couldn’t find out. 

Chairman Welinder: If I came in and told you that two members had hammered 
my head, would you immediately write an article and tell the world two members of the 
I. W. W. had attacked P. J. Welinder and made his head bloody? 

Kapon (210-220): Sometimes I might do it, and sometimes not. 

Chairman Welinder: It depends upon who it is, isn’t that so? 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s.): After you joined the I. W. W. did you have 
any chance to learn the principles of the organization? Have you ever had any real 
good chance to learn the principles? 

Kapon (210-220): Well, I don’t know. I didn’t have a whole lot of time. 
{ didn’t have an opportunity, but I have been studying it quite a bit. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s.): You always worked the best you knew how 
for the interest of the organization? Everything you did was to your best ability 
for the organization? 

Kapon (210-220): It was. 

Walquist (510): Were you present at the meeting of the general investigating 
Committee on August 24th called by Fellow Worker Graham of 310? 

Kapon (210-220): I was present. 

Walquist (510): Do you remember a motion to the effect of, “Moved and 
seconded that if the injunction be not withdrawn, there shall be charges filed by 
this body against them as disruptors of the I W. W.” 

Kapon (210-220): J remember. 

Walquist (510): Did you recommend it? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t vote on it. 

Walquist (510): In other words you were on the fence? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t vote on it. fi 

Chuba (440): I want to ask you if you ever made any good suggestion to the 
rest of the G. E. B. members in regard to releasing the I. W. W. from the injunction? 

Kapon (210-220): I did not. : 

Chuba (440): You stated that Fellow Worker Buchwald was beaten by two 
fellow workers. Do you know if Fellow Worker Buchwald ever got injunctions 
against these two fellows? 

Kapon (210-220): I know nothing about it. 

Henrikson (330): I want to know why you refused to vote on that motion 
that was just mentioned? 

Kapon (210-220): Well, I didn’t think there was much of an understanding 
about it. There were several charges against other officials. In fact, I didn’t vote 
and it wouldn’t be legal to carry anything out. 

Henrikson (330): Weren’t you a member of the G. E. B. representing 1 U. 
210-220? Did you do all in your power to lift the injunction? 
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Kapon (210-220): On what grounds are you talking about that particular motion? 
I wasn’t a G. E. B. member at the time I was on the Investigating Committee. 

Henrikson (330): Did you have instructions to do all in your power to lift 
the injunction? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t get any instructions to that effect at all. 

Henrikson (330): Would you consider it necessary to? 

Kapon (210-220): No. 

Schwandt (330): You stated you signed the credentials for the delegates to 
this convention. Were you present when the convention convened at either place? 

Kapon (210-220): Was I present where? 

Schwandt (330): Were you present when this convention was called? Were 
you present at either place when this convention was called? 

Chairman Welinder: Were you in Chicago? 

Kapon (210-220): No. 

Schwandt (330): Isn’t it customary for the Board members to report at each 
zonvention? 

Kapon (210-220): Why, certainly. 

Schwandt (330): How did it happen you weren’t in Chicago to report as a G. E. B. 
member? : 

Kapon (210-220): Well, I was out in the field. 

Schwandt (330): You signed the credentials while in the field? 

Kapon (210-220): I can tell you the reason if you want to know. It was recom- 
mended that I go over to Michigan, and I went over. 

Swanson (3810): Did Buchwald mention the names of those fellow workers 
who beat him up? 

Kapon (210-220): He published the names in the bulletin somewhere. 

Swanson (310): He didn’t mention the names to you? 

Kapon (210-220): He didn’t mention the names. I don’t know the names, but 
he said he knows then. 

Swanson (310): You don’t know if there were any more witnesses around 
when it happened? 

Kapon (210-220): There was the stenographer. 

Swanson (310): Was the stenographer there? 

Kapon (210-220): He claims she was. I wasn’t there. 

Leonard (310): When you were on the G. O. C. as a G. E. B. member from 
whom did you receive your wages? 

Kapon (210-220): From I. U. 210-220 as a G. O. C. member. 

Leonard (310): Have you received any wages as a G. E. B. member from the 
G. E. B. of five? 

Kapon (210-220): Since I have been in Chicago they sent me $100. 

Leonard(310): While you were in Chicago all they sent you from Butte was 
$100? 

Kapon (210-220): Yes. 

Oates (210-220): Fellow Worker Kapon you got quite an inquisition here in 
regard to that man called ‘“‘Fritz.’”’ There seems to be a lot of extra matter here. 
Do you think this man Fritz through his articles has had anything to do with 
bringing on this controversy? J 

Kapon (210-220): I think a man who is in an organization and who doesn’t 
want to publish his name, I want to know who he is. 

Oates (210-220): Isn’t it a fact that this fellow was knocking the Irish of Butte 
and every place else in the I. W. W.? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know anything about nationality, Fellow Worker. 

Oates (210-220): Didn’t they say in the different branches of Utah and Butte 
that Fritz’ name should be published so that we could know who the man was who 
was writing and causing the disruption? 
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Kapon (210-220): The article which brought that out was signed by a fellow 
worker, but it wasn’t an article of his own. After he published this article the other 
article came up again. I was in Michigan at that time. 

Oates (210-220): Still we couldn’t get the name of that man Fritz? 

Kapon (210-220): He wouldn’t publish it. In; his other article he used the 
word “we,” which means more than one. 

ones (210-220): Still we say what we don’t want in our publication, but the 
G. E. B. allowed one man to start this in the mine industry and they wouldn’t let 
us know who he was. 

Kapon (210-220): Fellow Worker, that was up to the G. E. B. 

Oates (210-220): You have been asked this question once or twice before about 
this injunction. I will put it another way. Are you, as the chairman of the G. 0.C, 
willing that the injunction be lifted, and are you willing to vote! and ask that Andee 
son’s name be lifted from the injunction? . 

Kapon (210-220): I am. 

Oates (210-220): Will you kindly tell me who you represented, I mean, did 
you represent the Butte Investigating Committee? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t understand you. 

Oates (210-220): Whom did Hart and Sam Kapon represent as an Investigating 
Committee? 

Chairman Welinder: Who elected you? 

Kapon (210-220): Most of the representatives of Industrial Unions 210-220. 
They have the credentials to that effect. 

Oates (210-220): Who provided the funds to come to Chicago? 

Kapon (210-220): No one provided for me. I went on my own funds. 

Oates (210-220): Is it not a fact that the business meeting adjourned without 
giving you any funds at all, or giving you any funds for this, and that a special 
meeting was called fifteen minutes afterwards and $50 voted out of the Idaho 
Publicity Committee, and it was split three ways to send the so-called Investigating 
Committee to Chicago? ; 

Kapon (210-220): That is a fact., 

Oates (210-220): In other words, you were not a part of the 210-220 Investi- 
gating Committee, and this investigation as represented is bunk. Is it not a fact that 
at the meeting there were 8 members present, and four of them were the Committee? 

Kapon (210-220): Yes. 

Oates (210-220): I would like to see these Investigating Committees, 

Kapon (210-220): Well, as I said before, the Investigating Committee took 
the right kind of procedure. 

Oates (210-220): Is it a fact that there were eight members, and four were 
members of the Committee? 

Kapon (210-220): Well, I remember there was a quorum. 

Oates (210-220): You were asked about how much money you received. Were 
you instructed by the Secretary-Treasurer of 210-220 to stay in ee until the 
end of ‘this controversy. Were those your instructions? 


Kapon (210-220): No. 
Oates (210-220): Still you were G. O. C. Chairman. How long were you' in 
Chicago? 


Kapon (210-220): I was in Chicago from about the 18th of July until the 
22nd of last month. 


Oates (210-220): You received $100 for pay during that time? 


Kapon (210-220): I received more since that time. If you are speaking about 
while I was in Chicago, I received $100. 


Oates (210-220): Your regular wages, if you, would have been paid, would 
have been close to $300? 


62 - 


Ny 


of 


Ne 


Kapon (210-220): Well, but I don’t claim any wages—only what he sent me. 
When they didn’t send me any more in Chicago I went over to the field. 

Oates (210-220): As far as you were concerned you just came here and took 
the place of Anderson. You just took up where he left off and went in as 210-220 
representative? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know what you mean. 

Oates (210-220): I mean you went in to look after 210-220’s affairs? 

Kapon (210-220): ‘Yes. 

Oates (210-220): Since this Committee’s report isn’t it a fact that Goggin also 
went back? 

Kapon (210-220): Goggin and Hart also went back since this report was put out. 

Oates (210-220): MHaven’t they changed their minds? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know, I didn’t see them since they left. 

Mattson (210-220): What was Goggin’s reason for threatening you? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know. : 

Mattson (210-220): Did it have anything to do with your decision after the 
controversy? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know his reason. He said the town wasn’t big enough 
for me. : 

Mattson (210-220): It had nothing to do with the decision on the controversy? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know whether it had. 

Broman (120): I would like to have you tell us what expelled member was 
working at the general headquarters? I don’t know what he was doing, but he 
was sitting there on the counter. 

Kapon (210-220): Ed Hayes. 

Broman (120): The object of this convention that questioned you and everybody 
else, is to find out all the facts and details on both sides of this controversy. Do 
you think it just on your part or the part of anybody else withholding any information 
they may possess in regard to this? 

Kapon (210-220): I can’t answer that. That is too much. State that in a 
shorter way. 

Broman (120): Will you tell us all you know in regard to the controversy? 

Kapon (210-220): I said before in answer to that question that, if I logically 
could I would, but I was not in Chicago from the beginning. 

Broman (120): I am not asking you to testify what happened, but to tell us 
what you know. Are you willing to do that? 

Kapon (210-220): I am willing to give all the information I can, and will 
answer any particular points you ask about. 

Gray (110): You said in answer to a previous question that Goggin threatened 
you. How big a man is Goggin? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t size him up. I didn’t weigh him. 

Gray (110): Isn’t it a fact that Goggin isn’t as big, as I am? - 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know. 

Gray (110): Well, it doesn’t make any difference how big he is, he must have 
something against you. 

Fisher (110): On this question of being threatened I want to ask you, did 
Doyle and Fisher ever threaten you personally. 

Kapon (210-220): No, not personally. 

Fisher (110): Have you any proof to show that the people who threatened you 
were hired by Doyle to do so, either Doyle or Fisher? 

Kapon (210-220): Well, I don’t know. 


Fisher (110): Is it not very often the case for members to do such things on 
their own initiative without being asked by anybody? 


Kapon (210-220): What is your question? 
Fisher (110): My question is do not I. W. W. members very often do these 
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things without having anybody ask them or hire them to do it, but do it on their 
\ 2a 
ee o10-220): They might do it, but I can’t say they did or they didn’t. 

Cole (110): I would like to ask that question again. I know you are in a 
bewildered state at present. You are not expelled from the I. W. W. You are still 
a member of the I. W. W. and still chairman of 210-220. We can’t expel you 
unless we put it on a referendum vote. 

Will you remind me of some of the statements that this leaflet contains that are 
hearsay, that you actually did not see? Will you repudiate that? 

Kapon (210-220): I can not say they are lies, because there are some particular 
points that were published that aren’t hearsay, that were seen. 

Cole (110): If I walked out there and somebody spat out there and I fell 
against the bannister and cut myself and I came in and said, ‘Joe Oates beat me 
up because I didn’t put that on a referendum vote,” would you believe it? 

Kapon (210-220): It seems that has nothing to do with it. 

Cole (110): It is exactly the same thing. 

Chairman Welinder: He said twice he would stick with it. 

Mann (110): Did you ever talk to John Grady relative to this controversy 
while you were a G. E. B. member? 

Kapon (210-220): I talked with several other members. Yes, I did. 

Mann (110): You have seen him at 186 LaSalle Street? 

Kapon (210-220): I saw him at 2418 Madison Street. 

Mann (110): Fellow Worker Grady then claimed to be secretary of 520? 

Kapon (210-220): According to the story I heard, he claims to be. 

Mann (110): What position did Harry Trotter hold on the Board? 

Kapon (210-220): He was G. O. C. chairman of I. U. 520. 

Mann (110): Did you vote to make him secretary-treasurer of the I. W. W.? 

Kapon (210-220): Secretary-treasurer? I remember that. He was elected by 
the G. E. B to be the treasurer of the G. E. B., not the secretary of any other 
proposition except only the funds. 

Mann (110): You didn’t object to that? 

Kapon (210-220): No. 

Mann (110): Harry Trotter is also chairman of 520, is he not? 

Kapon (210-220): Yes. 

Mann (110): Did you ever hear Grady object to the way Harry Trotter was 
behaving himself in regard to the injunction? 

Kapon (210-220): I didn’t hear him. 

Mann (110): Do you know Justus Ebert? 

Kapon (210-220): I do. 

Mann (110): Did you ever know that Justus Ebert was drawing wages and a 
_alary from the Executive Board you were a member of? 

Kapon (210-220): He was drawing it prior to that time, about the time. 
_nderson was on. 

Mann (110): Will you tell us why he was drawing those wages? What was he 
.oing? 

Kapon (210-220): It was understood he was the publicity man. / 

Mann (110): Publicity man for what? ; 

Kapon (210-220): Publicity man for publishing certain things, magazines, I~ 
think. 

Mann (110): What magazine?- 
Kapon (210-220): Lumber Workers Bulletin, I think, but he was employed by 
the G. E. B. I don’t know all the work he did and what he didn’t do. 

Mann (110): The fact is that he was editor of these bulletins that called members | 
gunmen and hijackers. 


Kapon (210-220): I don’t know. I only understood he was hired by them and 
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was paid, in other words, by the G. E. B. 

Mann (110): The very fact that John Grady was up to headquarters of the 
G. E. B. showed he approved of the injunction, did it not? 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know. 

Mann (110):. Did you ever inform a policeman that Goggin threatened you? 

Kapon (210-220): No, I didn’t inform anybody in that line. 

Chairman Welinder: I want to ask you about this Goggin, there has been so 
much said about this. What did Goggin say to you when he threatened you? 
Can you remember? 

Kapon (210-220): I met him on the street, and he asked me where the G. E. B. 
members were. I told him I didn’t know, which I didn’t at that time, and Goggin 
said, “Chicago ain’t big enough. You know that you stole that money that was sent 
from Butte to Troy, Montana, for the strike purpose.” He made that remark, and 


he said Chicago wasn’t big enough. He said I misappropriated the funds that were 
sent from Butte to Troy. 


Chairman Welinder: He accused you of that? 

Kapon (210-220): He accused me of that and other things. 

Chairman Welinder: If you took that as a threat, that has no connection with 
the controversy here. He thought you misused funds from last year. 

Kapon (210-220): I don’t know what the connection is, but that is what he 
said. 

Chairman Welinder: Did he have any gun or blackjack? 

Kapon (210-220): No. 

Chairman Welinder: That is all the threat that Chicago wasn’t big enough? 

Kapon (210-220): Yes. That is all you want to ask, and I am through, am I? 

Chairman Welinder: Yes. It is fifteen minutes past five, I think. , 


JAMES MORRIS 


Friday Morning Session, October 31st 


Chairman Welinder: Is Fellow Worker Morris here? Are you ready, Fellow 
Worker Morris? 

Morris: I just have to answer questions, don’t I? 

Chairman Welinder: Yes. You have a half hour for opening statement. 

Morris: I will just answer questions as they come up. I understand the contro- 
versy substantially, and it won’t be necessary for me to repeat it. 

Chairman Welinder: We will start in from the center. 

Grad (120): I would like to ask Fellow Worker Morris if he was in headquarters 
on July 29th? 

Morris: Yes. 

Grad (120): Did you see any weapons used or any blackjacks used as those 
fellows stated? 

Morris: No. 

Murray (120): Can you give me the names of the fellow workers on the bail 
and bond fund? 

Morris: Thomas Doyle and James Morris. 

Murray (120): It hasn’t been changed? 

Mcrris: Not to my knowledge. 

Murray (120): I would like to have the names of the three. 
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Morris: The Secretary-Treasurer can give you that. I didn’t take much 
interest in the bond fund. I just signed checks if the payments were authorized by 


the trustees, and all I did was to sign the checks. 


Murray (120): They weren’t turned over to the new administration? 


Morris: I never functioned as Assistant Secretary, and did not pay much atten- 


tion to what was done in the main office. 
Hanson (110): Fellow Worker Morris, I believe you stated previously, if I 
that you functioned as Assistant Secretary-Treasurer in this 


remember correctly, 
way, that you countersigned checks. 

Morris: Correct. 

Hanson (110): That was your whole function? 


Morris: Correct. 
Hanson (110): In regard to these trustees, is it not a fact that three chairmen 


of I. U.’s headquarters in Chicago endorse all withdrawals of the bond fund? 

Morris: They don’t endorse the checks, but they probably authorized the pay- 
ment. 

Hanson (110): Your understanding was that there were three who endorsed 
any withdrawals from the bond fund before you countersigned these checks? 

Morris: They authorized the payment, but never signed any checks. 

Hanson (110): I didn’t quite understand your answer to the question in regard 
to the alleged ejection of the Board from the third floor on July 29th. Did you, see 
any force or violence used at the time these Board members left there? 

Morris: No. 

Hanson (110): You were there at that time? 

Morris: I was seated at my desk. 

Hanson (110): Just a few feet away from where the Board was sitting up 
there. Did you ever hear them, or could you hear any discussion? 

Morris: Once in a while I caught a sentence. 

Hanson (110): Of course, I am not assuming that you were paying any par- 
ticular attention to them. 

Morris: Yes, I didn’t hear them. 

Hanson (110): Of course, I am not assuming that you were paying any particular | 
attention to them. | 

Morris: No. 

Hanson (110): Did they speak as loud as I am speaking? 

Morris: Not so loud as that. If they had I would have heard them. 

Fisher (110): You remember when the G. E. B. left the building at 1001 West 
Madiscn Street on the 29th of July, is it not a fact that John Grady was on the 
third floor next to you for approximately two hours afterwards fixing up his books 
and calling up the bank for a statement of the funds on hand? 

Morris: Yes. ’ 

Cole (110): You were in the building when these fellow workers were ejected 
from headquarters? 

Morris: Yes. ! 

Cole (110): Do you think it was right? 

Morris: I do. 

Cole (110): Do you know if any time since you have been in headquarters 
Jimmy Rowan had a gun on his person? 

Morris: Not to my knowledge. 

Cole (110): Did anybody search him for a weapon? 

Morris: I do not know. 

Mann (110): Did Doyle inform you why he went to Washington? 

Morris: Yes. 


Mann (110): You approved of his going to Washington? 
Morris: I did not. 
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Mann (110): Do you know whether Doyle informed any others in the building 
of his going to Washington? 

Morris: He told me Joe Fisher had no objection to his going. 

Mann (110): When the G. E. B. met on July 15th and tied up the funds, did 
they ever inform you as to the reason why they tied up the Defense work by tying 
up the funds? 

Morris: No, they never told me anything about it, they just tied up the funds. 
I asked them why, but they just evaded the question. I asked Rowan if he would 
look after the Defense, but he didn’t do it. , 

Mann (110): After this money was tied up did you know of any cases of 
instances where requests came in to Rowan and no attention was paid to them? 

Morris: I think I could state one. A request was made, I believe, by John 
Martin to forward relief to Mrs. Embree, and I believe the five G. O. C. chairmen 
agreed to send Mrs. Embree $60, but that is about all. They never sent the $60. 

One G. O. C. member of 120 told me in a letter that he made a request to Maurice 
Daly for funds to handle the Arthur Berg case in Bangor, Maine, and as far as I 
am aware he did not receive any money. In the last letter he told me quite recently 
he had received $47 from Daly, but that was some time after the case was decided. 

Mann (110): Do you know of a case of a 520 delegate getting arrested in 
Fargo, North Dakota, by the name of John Aller, 

Morris: Yes. 

Mann (110): Do you know if a wire was sent to Rowan to get legal defense for 
him, and Rowan refused? 

Morris: No, I can’t say I was aware of that. I know the case was defended by a 
fellow worker in Fargo. I told them at the time that I hadn’t the money. I brought 
it to the attention of Maurice Daly, and he said he was acting on the instructions of 
the G. E. B. 

Chairman Welinder: I want to ask you if you read in the bulletins statements 
about gun plays, hijacks and blackjacks being used in ejecting them from head- 
quarters? (Laughter) This is not a joke. You stated you were in headquarters. 
Did you find any weapons or anything to justify those statements? 

Morris: I did not. I considered those statements as a joke. 

Chairman Welinder: You said you did not approve of Doyle going to Washington? 

Morris: I did not. 

Chairman Welinder: What was your objection? 

Morris: As Secretary-Treasurer I did not think it was Tom Doyle’s position 
to go down there. I think that could have been accomplished by a member, 

Chairman Welinder: You knew the nature of the business? 

Morris: I knew the nature. 

Thompson (440): Did the G. E. B. meet in the Defense room on July 29th? 

Morris: Yes, 

Thompson (440): Do you know what was said to them? 

Morris: No, I can’t recall. I didn’t pay much attention to them. I sat at my 
desk, and I had more important work to do than that. 

Thompson (440): _ Were they threatened? 

Morris: Not so far as I could see. 

Chuba (440): Your office is on the third floor, on the same floor where 440 
office used to be. You were there on the 29th of July? 

Morris: Yes, 

Chuba (440): Can you tell me about that gun fight on the third floor on the 
29th of July? 

Morris: I don’t know anything about a gun fight. I just said I didn’t see any 
guns, blackjacks or anything at any time. 

Chuba (440): Were the G. E. B. kicked out of the hall? 

Morris: I only know they were told to get out, and they walked out. That is 
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all I know. I never left the third floor until two hours later. They walked out of 
the building. 

Henrikson (330): Did you see any guns or blackjacks? 

Morris: No. 

Schwandt (330): Do you think, in your opinion, there was a matter there urgent 
enough to have an immediate session of the Board the time Fisher put out the call? 

Morris: I don’t think so. : 

Schwandt (330): Do you think it was a question that demanded immediate 
session of the Board? 

Morris: No. I believe that the meeting was called not because of the issue 
at stake, but because they disliked Joe Fisher. 

Schwandt (330): In your opinion, a Board meeting later could have handled 
this thing? 

Morris: Ithink so. The Board meeting would have been called, but the circum- 
stances were abnormal. The feeling between the Board members was such that 
they couldn’t function. 

Anderson (310): We are handicapped, of course, with the information we have 
{ think you can answer these things yourself, so we can get a clear ‘understanding 


of it. It says here that one of the reasons for one of these Board meetings was for | 


auditing the books of the general office, the General Defense, and the Small I. U.’s, 
also to investigate the New York Defense laws. Do you know anything about this 
that will help clear up this proposition? 


Morris: I think those reasons were determined some time after they were thrown — 
out of the building. I think those were excuses that came to the mind of Fellow 
Worker Ryan to justify his action. There was no justification for them, just an — 


excuse for them. 
Swanson (810): You said you were in the building when they were put out. 
How many were in the Defense office and how many put them out? 


Morris: I saw eight. My desk is right inside the door. They came in and all 


I heard was, ‘You’ve got to get out,” and they got up and walked out. 
Leonard (310): You admit there was a controversy? 


Morris: I don’t think it was a controversy. I think it was the hatred of one — 


another. 

Leonard (310): What started it? 

Morris: I believe they told me that James Rowan came to Chicago with a chip 
on his shoulder, and he was going to clean out headquarters. A man, in that frame 
of mind is not reasonable. I say that through my own experience with Rowan. He 
talked fo me for about two hours and he agreed to certain things, but these things 
we agreed upon were not in accord with Rowan. When he came before the Defense 
meeting he forgot and went ahead with some idea of his own, to send all matters 
to Sinclair. As a matter of fact he told me that all receipts should go to Chicago. 
I showed him letters to Elmer Smith and Thomas where it was agreed that no money 
should go to Sinclair, 

Leonard (310): Did he tell you when he came to Chicago he was going to clean 
out headquarters? 

Morris: No, he never told me that. 

Leonard (310): When this G. E. B. was put out of headquarters, how were they 
put out? 

Morris: They were requested to leave. 

Leonard (310): How many men were there? 

Morris: I saw eight. 

Leonard (310): Who were these men? 


Morris. The names of some of them were in the bulletins. 
Leonard (310): Were they men from the field? 


Morris: Probably they were from the field, but at the time they happened to be 
in Chicago. 
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Leonard (310): Do you know all these men whose names appear on the Rank 
and File Committee personally? 

Morris: I wouldn’t say personally. 

Leonard (310): Was Edwards working at headquarters then? 

Morris: No, not to my knowledge. He just came in from the field. I think he 
came from Detroit. He said so in one of the bulletins. 

Leonard (310): Practically all of these men were around Chicago for quite a 
while? 

Morris: If they were employed at headquarters, they naturally were. I don’t 
know how long they were around Chicago. I don’t know when they came or when 


- they left. 


Leonard (310): Did you go on the second floor during the ejection? 

Morris: I was on the third floor until two hours after. 

Leonard (310): Did you ever see the fraudulent ballots? 

Morris: I did not. 

Leonard (310): Do you believe there was a fraudulent ballot? 

Morris: I have no way of determining it, and take the word of the Ballot Com- 
mittee and the general organization. 


Leonard (310): You don’t believe then that the G. E. B. should have investi- 
gated the fraudulent ballot? 


Morris: I suppose they should have. The G. E. B. has a right to. 

Leonard (310): How can they investigate without having a meeting? . 

Morris: I asked their opinion on the subject and then went ahead and did what 
I wanted, and used my own judgment. 


Leonard (310): One of Ryan’s reasons for calling a G. E. B. meeting was to 
investigate Wallis and Forbes. Do you know anything about that? 


Morris: The answer I gave before applies to this also. That was an excuse 
he brought up afterwards to justify his actions. 

Leonard (310): Did they make a trip? 

Morris: Yes. 

Leonard (310): Who sent them? 

Morris: The general administration sent them. 

Leonard (310): Did you have anything to do with sending them? 

Morris: They asked, yes. He was general organizer. 

Leonard (310): How long was he on that trip? . 

Morris (310): Fellow Worker Doyle can tell you that. 

Leonard (310): Was Fellow Worker Forbes sent in? 

Morris. Not to my knowledge. 

weonard (310): Do you know if Fellow Worker Forbes was sent on that trip? 

Morris: I don’t know. : 

Oates (210-220): How much-money has been spent on James Rowan since he 
came out of the pen? 

Morris: I think I spent about $400 on his case. I don’t know how much was 
spent before then. The books will show that. I think $1,000 was spent altogether, 
but I don’t know just exactly how much. 

Oates (210-220): When was the money given for the case? 


Morris: It was about a week before Rowan came to town. It was advanced 
for that purpose. I told them I couldn’t send it, and a letter came from the attorney 
telling me that if he didn’t get an advance he would drop the case. I took it up 
with the secretary, and we agreed to send the money. 

Oates (210-220): Could James Rowan have been of importance in this country? 

Morris: I believe that was the purpose of getting the papers away from him. 

Oates (210-220): Was that when he was fighting the case for citizenship? 

Morris: I don’t know. He showed me a letter in which he suggested certain 
things. I believe it did mention deportation as a consequence of the government 
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taking away citizenship papers. That may have had something to do with it. J] 
don’t think he is particularly fond of his citizenship papers. 

Oates (210-220): Did he endeavor to stop the deportation from coming up on 
the 16th? 

Morris: He did everything to stop it. As a matter of fact, he cut us off of 
finances. 

Oates (210-220): It is a recognized fact that men who came here were to be 
deported. Wasn’t it also recognized that after they denied the citizenship of Great 
Britain they would not accept them any more? Was there any necessity to spend 
this $400? ; 

Morris: I believe as a principle we should fight a case like that. 

Oates (210-220): They didn’t show any principle in trying to help the other 
mau out. In other words, he said, “If they all suffer on account of the controversy, 
we will suffer too.” 

Morris: ‘That is correct. I believe it was deliberate on his part. I can prove 
and demonstrate when he said he was going to take up funds for the Defense he 
didn’t do it. I had to finance a number of important cases, involving 110, 310 and 
every other members of the I. W. W. 

Oates (210-220): Has the New York office done anything to help the man take 
any action and care of deportation in New York? 

Morris: It has done quite a lot of good work. 

Oates (210-220): Have they done work you didn’t accomplish here? 

Morris: ‘The work would have had to be done by representatives in New York 
City. If I hadn’t had Brazier, I would have had to have somebody else. 

Oates (210-220): Do you think that had anything to do with closing New 
York office? 

‘Morris: I believe it had. 

Oates (210-220): Did the New York office ever appeal to the I. W. W. mem- 
bership for funds or anything like that through the bulletins or anything to support 
that office? 

Morris: Not to my knowledge. The liberals, I believe, in New York state 
financed them. I know I didn’t send them any money. 

Oates (210-220): I want to try to get this New York office straight. Doyle 
said yesterday he turned the office over to you. Did you take charge of the office? 

Morris: Yes, I was in charge. 

Oates (210-220): In talking about this fighting at headquarters, do you person- 
ally endorse the action of any committee going in and throwing out any part of the 
general administration of the I. W. W.? : 

Morris: Under certain circumstances I believe they were justified in throwing 
them out. 


Oates (210-220): Do you think a committee of any kind has a right to go to 
headquarters and throw out officials without any trial? 


Morris: The charges were preferred against Rowan, and I considered his be- 
havior was such no court action would get the same result. I believe his previous 
actions were justification enough. 


Oates (210-220) : But the method is what I would like to get at, whether you 
think it is the right method for a committee to go and throw out part of your general | 
administration out of office? 


Morris: When Rowan tried to justify his injunction, I do think so for the rank 
and file. Under other circumstances only those around Chicago would be in a posi 


tion to know what is necessary. They didn’t throw him out, they requested him te 
leave, and he left. 


Oates (210-220): You received money from the Publicity Committee at one 
time. Did you have any difficulty? : 
Morris: None at all, only with Jack Martin after the controversy. He refuselll 

to remit. Only on the representations made by Rowan I may say his action was not | 
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justified at ail. Rowan never has preferred any charges against me. I think the 
action of Martin was not warranted. 

Oates (210-220): Fellow Worker Morris, did you give an answer to this 
question sent to you by the General Investigation Committee representing the differ- 
ent Industrial Unions? . 


Morris: I gave answers to about a dozen different committees, and I got tired 
of it, they accomplished so little, and I quit giving answers. I thought it was more 
important to get the convention into session. I thought further it was to provide 
more ammunition to throw at one another, and I objected to that practice, and I 
refused to give it to one committee, and I told them why. 

Mattson (210-220): I don’t see your answer. 

Morris: That is the one I refused to give. 

Mattson (210-220): What is your conception of the real cause of this contro- 
versy? Was it just personal animosity? 

Morris: I think it was the ignorance on the part of the members. 

Grad (120): Fellow Worker Morris you stated you didn’t want Tom Doyle to 
go to Washington? 

Morris: In a proposition of this kind you have a general administration of three, 
and if two are in favor and one against, I believe in majority ruling. I also believe 
in using some intelligence in a matter of this kind. I am willing to abide by the 
majority rule, even though it is against my wishes. 

Murray (120): Who was Secretary-Treasurer after Doyle went to Washington, 
D. C.? 

Morris: I was. 

Murray (120): Did you sign any checks for Fellow Worker Doyle to go to 
Washington, D. C.? 

Morris: Naturally, I signed all checks. 

Murray (120): You have the checks? 

Morris: I presume Doyle has. 

Murray (120): Did .you see any receipts or reports of Fellow Workers Wallis 
and Forbes that were sent out to them on this trip to New York for the organization? 

Morris: I did not. 

Murray (120): At what time were charges preferred against Rowan? 

Morris: You have the bulletins for that. I believe it was before the 29th and 
after the 25th. You have the dates, I believe, and there is no need of repeating 
chem. 

Murray (120): Is it not a fact that charges were placed after Rowan and 
Fisher refused to meet at the G. E. B.? 

Morris: After that it wasn’t until after they began to do these various things. 

Murray (120): Do you know why the G. E. B. didn’t meet, why they split? 

Morris: I sat in the Board session for a week, and I saw they couldn’t agree on 
anything and Board meetings were absolutely useless and a waste of time. Two- 
thirds provision would tie them up all the time. 

Murray (120): Was the injunction served before the removal of those fellow 
workers or after? 

Morris: It was served after, I believe. It was served after they were ejected, 
but the funds were tied up before they were ejected. 

Murray (120): In what way were they tied up in the bank before? 

Morris: Rowan and three other representatives went to the bank an repre- 
sented themselves as the General Executive Board of the I. W. W. and told them not 
to pay any checks over the signature of Tom Doyle, and the bank agreed to tie up 
the funds. We went down on the 25th of July and argued with the Vice-President 
and I believe the President was there also, and he agreed to release any little checks 
on the payroll of the organization, that is to pay employes of the I. W. W. and we 
immediately went back to the Defense office and they cashed them. The attorney 
at the Mid-City Bank told us in the presence of Rowan that this money could not be 


71 


tied up except through an injunction, that is why he changed his mind and tied up 
the thing altogether. 

On the 25th of July the funds were tied up, and on the 27th of July, I think it 
was, or the 26th a check of $600 came from British Columbia, but following that I 
received notice that payment on this check had been stopped. I asked them for the 
reason and they said the general defense committee had dissolved and Jackson had 
received the information from James Rowan, and so payment was stopped on that 
check of $600. 

Murray (120): Was that before they were thrown out of the building, and at 
the time of the split in the G. E. B.? 

Morris. Just after that. 

Murray (120): You remember when Fisher put out his ballot, did these things 
come after that but before the 26th of July? 

Morris: Before they were ejected from the building. 

Hanson (110): Do you still have on file all the letters the Defense Committee 
wrote of last year? 

Morris: I couldn’t find those in the office the last time. He did a thing which 
I think was very bad. He destroyed correspondence less than twelve months old. 
He destroyed it all. He tore most of it up, and I have been, unable to locate lots 
of important letters and data because of that. I believe he went through the files 
and destroyed all letters. I don’t think there are any letters there previous 10 
December. ; ; 

Hanson (110): I want to get all the information I can on this subject. Yesterday, 
I am sorry to say, there was a man up here for examination who was so dumb that 
he couldn’t answer any questions. The reason I asked you that other question is 
this, there were letters from various members in Leavenworth at that time which 
eame into the hands of the General Defense Committee and showed their position at 
that time. I would like to ask you if you knew the General Defense Committee last 
winter voted $1250 to defend James Rowan’s citizenship papers? 

Morris: I don’t know, but the ledger shows $1,000 spent on that case. 

Hanson (110): There were letters which Rowan wrote accepting this money 
from the General Defense Committee and asking that the case be placed in the 
hands of Tom Connors. He was willing to accept the money but not willing to 
let it be handled by them. 

I would like to ask you further if you saw any circulars calling on the rank and 
file to come in and clean out headquarters? 

Morris: I did see a statement in a bulletin where a motion was made and was 
voted down, and I also saw some letters from members who said they were coming 
in to clean out headquarters. They changed their minds, apparently. 

Hanson (110): I would like to ask in regard to these alleged trips of Forbes 
of which I know nothing, you countersigned all checks? 

Morris: Yes. 

Hanson (110): Did you countersign any checks for expenses for Sam Forbes? 

Morris: I don’t remember. 

Hanson (110): You do remember countersigning a check for KE. V. Wallis as 
General Organizer, you also know the General Executive Board at their first meet- 
ing on March 25th unanimously accepted the report of E. V. Wallis, General 
Organizer? 

Morris: I believe they accepted that. I wasn’t at the meeting, but they ac- 
cepted the report. 

Jordan (110): Fellow Worker Morris, you made a statement that Fellow Worker 
Rowan came in here to clean out headquarters. You never heard him say that, 
did you? c 

Morris: I didn’t say he said it. I was told he said it. 

Jordan (110): Did you ever hear anybody else in the field or elsewhere saying | 
that headquarters should be cleaned out? 

Morris: ‘That seemed to be a regular thing in the I. W. W. 
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Jordan (110): How many Board meetings did he attend before they tied up 
the funds? 

Morris: I don’t know whether he attended any Board meetings. I think the 
controversy started before he was seated. I don’t think he was ever seated offi- 
cially as a Board member. 

Jordan ((110): How many rump outfits did he attend? 

Morris: They were in perpetual session, like the babbling brook. 

Jordan (110): They weren’t thrown out or put out? 

Morris: They were requested to leave. 

Jordan (110): The truth is that he came to clean out headquarters, but was 
cleaned out himself. 

Morris: I just know he was cleaned out. 

Jordan (110): Some claim the members of the organization had no right to do 
that. I want to know if they didn’t have any right to escort those G. E. B. members 
out of headquarters, who did. 

Morris: I don’t know who had a better right. If they were the rank and file I 
believe they have as much right as anybody. 

Chairman Welinder: Just a minute. Why ask him such questions; he is not the 
one to decide about the rights of the membership at all. 

Jordan (110): Were you in headquarters when the law came down and ordered 
‘ that all the offices vacate headquarters and put a padlock on the door? 

: Morris: I was in the secretary-treasurer’s office. 

Jordan (110): You were ordered out by the law? 

: Morris: Yes. 

Jordan (110):- Representing your own faction? 

Morris: Yes. 

Cole (110): Do you think, Fellow Worker Morris, that the rank and file has a 
right to beat up the officials when they got out? 

; Morris: I think so if they got an invitation for it. 

Cole (110): It was customary, formerly, to do that in Chicago. The rank and 
file would beat them up. They used to call them the “class sluggers.”” Do you 
think the rank and file ought to pay their dues and keep their mouths shut? 

Morris: I do not. 

q Chairman Welinder: I will entertain no more foolish questions. 
Mann (110): As assistant secretary-treasurer you were naturally consulted as 
i to what the general administration sent out? 

Morris: Yes. 

i Mann (110): Were you ever consulted whether Sam Forbes should be an organ- 
s izer of the J. W. W.? 
Morris: I can’t recall. 


id Mann (110): Do you know if he was sent as speaker or general organizer to 
the East? 
Morris: I don’t recall. 
t Mann (110): If any such action wag taken you would have known about it? 
Morris: I knew where Fisher and Doyle went, but not Forbes. 
" Mann (110): Did you ever ask Rowan to go out on a tour for the General 
Defense Committee? 
, Morris: "Yes, I did, that was before Rowan was elected on the G. O. Co of 126: 


Mann (110): Why did Rowan object? 
. Morris: I don’t know if I ever received a letter from Rowan, but I suggested 
it to Elmer Smith, but I think he told me he was running for the G. 0. C. and there- 
¢ fore could not make a tour across the United States. I don’t think he would have 
» Objected if he hadn’t been elected. 
Mann (110): You were secretary-treasurer at the Thompson meeting over here. 
Did John Grady and all the rest co-operate with you? 


if Morris: The only man who did anything was Rowan outside of membership of 
150: 
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- Did you ask those sections too? 

-.: a ce I aie to say was that I asked Buchwald and the others to put 
out posters and do some other work. Ryan did something. Buchwald thought it 
was beneath his dignity and did not do anything to help the picnic along. Rowan 
did act as chairman on my request. - 

Chairman Welinder: You stated here that you signed a check while Doyle was 
in Washington for his expenses for the trip to Washington? 

Morris: Yes, but not while he was in Washington, but before he went. 

Chairman Welinder: Did you send any money to him while he was in Washington? 

Morris: I don’t remember. I had confidence in Doyle and any expenses he 
- found necessary I didn’t question. / 

Chairman Welinder: Was the, trip of Doyle’s to Washington paid for by the 
1, View .? 

Morris: I couldn’t say. I don’t think it was. 

Some of it may have been paid by the I. W. W. Any checks I signed went for 
that. 

Chairman Welinder: Fellow Worker Doyle told us yesterday all his expenses 
were borne by. another organization, in fact, he stated that it was borne by the 
Union. You stated you signed checks for those expenses ? 

Morris: I didn’t say anything of the kind. If he said his expenses were paid 
by somebody else, they naturally were. If you see the checks and go through the 
checks you can determine that part of it. I signed hundreds of checks, probably a 
thousand, I can’t recall to whom they were made payable. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): Which do you think most important, the mem- 
bership or the board? 

Morris: I believe this, if you have an execcutive board you must give that 
board authority, you must give them a right to decide certain things. I believe there 
are some questions which they must decide which should not go to the membership. 
As a matter of fact, I made that recommendation after the committee came to Chi- 
cago. I told them. That was the only time they agreed together after the contro- 
versy started. At the meeting which was called by this special committee I told 
them there that it was evident that this Board couldn’t agree and consequently 
couldn’t accomplish anything. I told them to put it up to the membership. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): How did you get to be secretary of the De- 
fense Committee? 

' Morris: I was elected by the General Defense Committee. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): Which do you think more important, the mem- 
bership or the report of the General Defense Committee? 

Morris: I believe the General Deferise Committee’s report is more important, | 

Speed (510): I understand that you put out $1,000 in behalf of Rowan. 

Morris: Yes. 

Speed (510): If one individual gets $1,000, doesn’t that deprive other individ- 
uals from getting their share? 

Morris: I say equal justice to all. 

Speed (510): But does that give equal justice? 

Morris: I think that should be determined by the merits of each case. If $1,400 
was necessary to fight the Rowan case I think it should be put out. 

Speed (510): There may be a half dozen more Rowan cases? 

Morris: If it is the policy of the General Defense Committee to defend all 
eases to the limit what else can you do? ; 

Speed (510): My idea is I think when you only have a certain sum of money | 


and if you are putting it all out on one or two men, you are taking it away from the ] 
others, are you not? 


o's: I think if you can see from the start you can’t go through with it you 
shouldn’t start it. When an attorney demands more money and you don’t give the | 
money to him, the money you already have put into the case is lost. 


Speed (510): Do you think it is worth fourteen or fifteen hundred dollars? 
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Morris: I don’t think the Rowan case has been carried on at the expense of any 
other men. 

Speed: Why favor one? 

Morris: I never did favor any. 

Speed (510): Evidently too much money was spent on one without giving 
assistance to others. 

Morris: I don’t know what Anderson did before me. I spent all the money a 
case demanded should be spent, not any more. I believe if the organization gives 
the Defense Committee the right to fight cases, it should not question the expenses 
unless they are too exorbitant. 

Speed (510): The fact is, Some men have received greater assistance than 
others, who were also entitled to it. That is the question. I would like to see 
those who run a chance of being deported treated equally alike, and why should 
so much money be spent on those who have lost their citizenship? I don’t give 
a cent for my citizenship. 

Morris: I believe there is a principle involved. There is a precedent being estab- 
lished that we must fight. If we don’t it will make it harder for us in the future. ° 
This is only an initial cost, the other cost will be greater. If we beat this case it will 
justify the expenditure. That is only my opinion. 

Swanson (310): Do you know if the so-called rank and file did eject the In- 
dustrial Unions 310 and 120 from their Industrial Union headquarters ? 

Morris: Not to my knowledge. They were ejected by members of the Executive 
Board. I don’t know if they were ejected as chairmen of the G. OF G: 

Swanson. (810): Were they ejected from the building altogether? 

Morris: The G. E. B. were removed and automatically the G. O. C. chairmen. 

Swanson (310): Don’t you know that the by-laws of the I. U. state that the 
chairmen shall remain in the Industrial Union at all times? 

Morris: I know these men ceased to be officials of the I. W. W. because of the 
way they carried on. 

Swanson (310): Was this reported to the Industrial Union G. 0. C. so they could 
recall them? 

Morris: Fisher made that request and Buchwald wouldn’t pay any attention 
to it. These men were doing things that were wrong. 

Swanson (310): Then you believe the mob calling themselves the rank and 
file had a right to go in and eject the different officials from headquarters and in- 
terfere with their official work? 

Morris: I don’t believe in doing that, but I believe under some circumstances 
that the members should do it. It is their duty and should be done for the interest 
of the organization. ; 

Swanson (310): You mean to tell me then that a few members who call 
themselves the rank and file have a right to do that? 

Morris: If there is any justifiable reason for doing it. No mob has a right 
to walk up to the Mid-City Bank and say they represent the I. W. W. They do not, 
and by doing so they showed that they were not members of the I. W. W. They 
ceased to be. 

Leonard (310): You said these men weren’t thrown out, but were requested to 
leave and they got up and walked out? , : 

Morris: Yes. 

Leonard (310): They were outnumbered thirty to five? 

Morris: I said I saw eight members. 

Leonard (310): ‘These five men were beaten up and then chased back into the 
building? 

‘Morris: I am an ordinary man, and I will tackle them any time. 

Leonard (310): ‘They were outnumbered, it might have been two to one? 

Morris: All I saw were eight men. 

Leonard (310): Do you approve of that? Now if 85 came in from the field 
and threw 80 out, would you approve of that? 
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Morris: What else could I do? 
Leonard (310): If they came in they had as much right to an opinion as you did. 


Morris: They had a right to an opinion. 

Leonard (310): Do you believe that if at any time the membership believes 
that certain officials are not acting properly they go in there and throw them out, 
that is a good principle? . 

Morris: I don’t believe that is a good principle any more than I believe that 
Rowan had a right to get an injunction because the rank and file are too slow to act. 

Leonard (310): You said the controversy was started over hatred. Was there 
any hatred in those Defense meetings? 

Morris: Ill say there was. 

Leonard (310): On one side or both? 

Morris: Mutual. 

Leonard (310): Do you believe with your acquaintances in headquarters that 
the secretary of an Industrial Union and chairman of the G. O. C. should be mem- 
bers of the Defense Committee? 

Morris: I think he should not be on the Defense Committee. 

Leonard (310): Do you think these chairmen and secretaries should mix up 
Defense work and other work? 

Morris: They are not in a position to pass an intelligent opinion on Defense 
work. If you have an intelligent man as secretary that is a different proposition 
altogether. 

Leonard (310): Did Rowan write to you protesting about spending too much 
money? 


Morris: No. 
Chairman Welinder: I think we will read two more telegrams and adjourn. 


Morris: I haven’t anything to say, so I would like to be excused, if it is all right. 
Chairman Welinder: You are excused. We will decide your case later. 


JOE FISHER 


Friday Afternoon Session, October 31 


The meeting convened at two o’clock, Chairman P. J. Welinder presiding. 

Chairman Welinder: The meeting will now come to order. First, we will nave 
the roll call. 

Chairman Welinder: We will proceed with our hearings. I think it has been 
announced that Fisher will be the next one. Is Fisher in the house? If there is no 
objection, Fellow Worker Fisher will be the next victim. ; 

Fisher: Well, Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates, before 
I proceed any further I will state that there have been a lot of charges, recharges 
and accusations made, but if those who have made these charges do not appear here, 
why should I defend myself? Should I make the charges against myself and turn 
around and defend myself? It looks to me rather peculiar. None of these people 
are here. I want to see those people that make accusations or charges against me 
state their reasons so I can defend my position. Otherwise I have nothing to defend. 
If I want something to defend should I make those charges myself and turn around 
and defend myself on them? Iam not going to do that. First, I would like to know 
of any charges that are preferred against me. Any delegate that has charges cume 
with them here. I will defend my position. i 

Henrikson (330): I make a motion that the 510 ballot affair be discussed on this 
floor right now. 

Swanson (310): I second the motion. 
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Chairman Welinder: You mean in regard to raising the initiation and dues? 

... The motion was carried... 

Fisher: I will repeat, just for the matter of record, that I don’t know what I 
am to defend. The charges are not here. I will not myself give you something end 
turn around and defend myself. It is impossible, fellow workers. I have nothing 
to hide. Get that straight. Anything that is put here charging me specifically with 
that, I make my stand on it. I defend my position and what I say. That is fair. If 
there are any charges, come out with them. I would never go and say that I mur- 
dered somebody on the street. I did not do it. I would be foolish to say so. I want 
to see laid here on the table charges showing that I was wrong and then I will defend 
my position. If that is not done, then I cannot talk on it. 

I will answer any question relating to the controversy but as to the charges, put 
those charges against me here on this floor. Show the delegates where I was wrong. 
Then I will defend my position and it is up to the jury here to cast the final vote as 
to whether I was right or wrong. I have put my decision on it and it is up to you 
fellows. 

Chairman Welinder: Are you ready for the questions? 

Leonard (310): Now are we supposed to ask questions? 

Fisher: You can ask all the questions you want. 

Chairman Welinder: You ean ask all the questions you want from Fellow 
Worker Joe Fisher as to his actions as general organizer of the Industrial Workers of 
the World. 

Leonard (310): Well, I will start by asking him if there has been a controversy. 

Fisher: I should say, yes, and a big one. 

Leonard (310): What caused it? 

Fisher: It was caused first of all by no system in the organization, conflicting 
opinions in the organization, one maintaining it was Syndicalist, another maintainig 
it was something else. I maintain it is a labor organization with revolutionary aims 
and I defend from anybody the position I take. ; 

Leonard (310): When the G. E. B. was put out of headquarters, did you use 
any violence or force in evicting them from headquarters? 

Fisher: I was not there. I was sitting in my office and performing my duties 
as general organizer, 

Leonard (810): Yeu had nothing to do with that? 

Fisher: I had nothing to do with it. 


Leonard (310): Now in regard to these 510 ballots raising the dues, were the 
dues raised in 510? 


Fisher: The membership of 510 voted upon that, question. I have nothing to 
do with the raising or cutting down. The 510 members voted upon that. 


Leonard (310): Did the G. E. B. hold a session and vote to raise the revenue 
of 510? 

Fisher: The G. E. B. on July 29th concurred with the 510 referendum vote as 
Specifically stated on Page 20 under duties of industrial union secretaries. Paragraph 
B definitely and Specifically states that any union of the I. W. W. which fails to 
remit indebtedness, at the end of ninety-five days, will be declared on an unsound 
basis and the G. E. B. must regulate the finances of that unit until the accounts are 
paid. 

Leonard (310): The G. E. B. on the 29th of July, I believe it was, voted to give 
the general organizer power to raise the revenue in 510, did they not? 

Fisher: I told you once and I will tell you a dozen times that the G. E. B. doesn’t 
raise the revenue. They only concur with the membership of 510. 


Leonard (310): Well, where were these stamps made, these dollar stamps? 
Fisher: In the I. W. W. print shop, right here. 


Leonard (310): You also told us in the Grievance Room that you would show 
us the stamp. 
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Fisher: I could not show you the stamp. I will show you the form, yes, the 
1921 form. 

Leonard (310): That is the form you used? 

Fisher: Yes. 

Leonard (310): Do you know which members of the G. E. B. concurred with that? 

Fisher: Fellow Worker Gibson made the motion; Fellow Worker Aron, myself, 
Fellow Worker Monoldi, who was temporary G. E. B. member, sanctioned by I. U. 
330 branches, and Fellow Worker Gilday, as a representative, not as a G. E. B. mem- 
member, but he was sanctioned also by the branches as a representative, concurred, 
Fellow Worker Peo Monoldi seconded the motion. 

Leonard (310): That is all. 

Chairman Welinder: Swanson is next. 

Swanson (310): Do you know the duties of the Executive Board? 

Fisher: They are defined in the constitution and by-laws. In the July bulletin 
you will find their duties, and some branches, your branch, might disagree with it. 

Swanson (310): Is it not to look after the organization between conventions and 
see that the constitution is lived up to? 

Fisher: All of the time. They have the power. 

Swanson (310): Doesn’t it state on Page 27 of the constitution that the 
fnitiation fee for members of the industrial unions shall be $2 and the regular dues 
of industrial unions shall be 50c per month? 

Fisher: It also states on Page 20 that any unit of the I. W. W. which fails at the 
end of ninety days to do so will be declared on an unsound basis and the G. E. B. 
must regulate its financial affairs. 

Swanson (310): Isn’t it plainly stated in the constitution that the dues shall 
be 50c and the initiation fees $2? 

Fisher: Not any more than the paragraph I just quoted. There is confliction 
in the constitution. How can we live up to the confliction? 

Swanson (310): Then you don’t believe that this is final—$2 and 50c—at all. 
You believe that that can be broken at any time? 

Fisher: I tell you the members have sanctioned it by the constitution, not I. 

Swanson (310): You said that Monoldi made the motion to raise the dues to 
$5 and the ; 

Fisher (Interrupting): I never so stated. Fellow Worker Gibson made the 
motion. Fellow Worker Monoldi seconded the motion that it be established, as in 
the 510 referendum; we only concurred with them; that is all. 

Swanson (310): The G. E. B. at the time did not declare the ballot unconstitu- 
tional? 

Fisher: Paragraph ‘B’”’, as I have quoted three or four times, gave them perfect 
right. 

Swanson (310): They had perfect right to break that established by-law in the 
constitution that the initiation fee be $2, which has gone out on the ballot four or 
five times and been ratified? 

Fisher: Paragraph ‘“B” you have been fighting many years for and it is a con- 
fliction in the constitution. I can’t help that, Fellow Worker. ‘The membership 
sanctioned it; the membership is guilty of it. I had only to live up to the constitution 
the best I could. 


Swanson (310): Then you just pick out the parts of the constitution that suit 
you and let the rest of it go. 


Fisher: I have never done such a thing, no. I think I understand the constitu- 
tion. 

Swanson (310): That is all. 

Chairman Welinder: Anderson is next. 

Anderson (3810): I haven’t much to ask. 
knew when this board meeting was called? 
that meeting? 

Fisher: On the request that I should be investigated, that the 510 ballots should 
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I just simply take this stand. You 


You knew what was to come up before 
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be investigated and also Fellow Worker Doyle should be investigated as to why he 
went to Washington, D. C. 

Anderson (310): Did you send Leheney out as an organizer? 

Fisher: Yes, I did. 

Anderson (310): Did you know that there was a lot of opposition to Leheney 
as working for the I. W. W. at that time? 

Fisher: There was opposition from Fellow Worker Fisher and from Fellow 
Worker Kennedy, an ex-chairman, but I never received any resolutions to the effect 
that he was guilty. 

Anderson (310): It says here that he received $500 for organizing the textile 
workers. 

Fisher: Yes, he received around $450. 

Anderson (310): He never accomplished anything. 

Fisher: He accomplished the best under the circumstances that any man could, 
even J. P. Thompson. 

Anderson (310): Here is another one. Did you send out E. V. Wallis as 
organizer also? 

Fisher: No, he was not out of town, and he was sanctioned at the last G. E. B. 
meeting when I gave the report. If you want to read this report, make a motion to 
that effect. 

Anderson (810): Why was Wallis sent East? 

Fisher: A letter was sent from the east regarding the textile workers and Fellow 
Worker Wallis understood best the textile conditions and the textile psychology, that 
is why he was sent East. I can go East without doing much organizing but to see 
what could be done. I am, perhaps, not fit in their psychology. 

Anderson (310): Who gave General Organizer Joe Fisher instructions to inves- 
tigate the 510 ballots? 

Fisher: You want the answer? 

Anderson (310): Oh, I don’t care. That is all. 

Chairman Welinder: Nelson is next. 

Nelson (310): When you went back east to investigate the fraudulent ballot, 
did you consider that an organization matter? 

Fisher: Yes, that is the expression of the membership. 

Nelson (310): It states here in the constitution that all matters pertaining to 
the organization shall be settled by the entire G. E. B. Did you call a G. E. B. meet- 
ing before you went out to investigate this? 

Fisher: It is my duty as a G. E. B. organizer to investigate and report back to 
the body and they refused to admit it, then I publish this in the bulletin, giving it 
to the rank and file membership. 

Nelson (310): Why did you not call a G.. E. B. meeting? 

Fisher: It is my duty to act as I did. I really had the authority. Why should 
I go and ask them for something that it is my bounden duty to perform? 

Nelson (310): That is all. 

Chairman Welinder: Schwandt, it is your turn. 

Schwandt (330): Did Rowan propose this meeting? 

Fisher: Rowan did not propose a meeting. The meeting was suggested by 
Fellow Worker Vangsness, who was automatically out of the board. I said, “You 
request me to hold a G. E. B. meeting when you are no more a board member?” 
Understand it, that is not his duty, but it was Trotter and Rowan who were the board 
members, I admit that. 

He requested me to call a G. E. B. meeting and I did so. I, right away, said, 
“Make out the ballots, send them out to the G. E. B.” I will give you here a letter, 
dated June 30th, from myself, sent with the ballots. 

... Fisher read the letter... 

Fisher: It must be remembered that each I. U. was to pay all expenses incurred. 
I have the ballots if you want to-look them over. ’ 

Schwandt (330): We have seen them. 
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Fisher: One without a signature voted “tyes”; here is Charley Anderson, 220, 
voting ‘yes’; July 8th, I received from Fred Bowerman, I. U. 440, ballot voting 
“ves”: July 2nd, I received ballot from P. D. Ryan, General Executive Board mem- 
ber, voting “yes”, and from Harry A. Trotter, Executive Board member from 520, 
voting “yes”, and one from General Executive Board member of I. U. 110, voting. 
“no”; on July 5th, I received a ballot from Charles Gibson, General Executive Board 
member I. U. 230, voting “no”; and July 5th, I vote myself as General Organizer 
of the I. W. W. Joe Fisher, ‘‘no’’. 

This ballot was given to me on July 2nd. I recognize the ballot as one which I 
have a perfect right to throw out as it has no signature, but I take it in. That js 
James Rowan. Here is another, John Aron. 

When I was asked by Ryan how the vote stood, I told him and this could also be 
verified by Ryan that I gave the vote to John Aron only as a representative with no 
vote except on this 510 matter. Perhaps it is unusual but it is the principle involved, 
We are members of the I. W. W. and as he was not in a position which the constitution 
stated he should be, I sent him as a representative and I said, “You will be put in asa 
representative to voice your opinion on the 510 affair but with no word on anything 
else. I don’t think any member of the organization could do otherwise. For me, | 
consider the principle and I said specifically that he was to have no vote except to 
voice his opinion on this 510 affair and as soon as that was through with, he went back 
to New York, and as this stood three to five, I could do nothing else. 

The constitution told me it must be settled by two-thirds majority. I announced 
this to them, that there would be no meeting, and Rowan, when I told him this told 
me, to which there are a lot of witnesses in this room, “I don’t believe that is the | 
constitution; to hell with that.” I said, “It is not what you like; neither is it what 
Fisher likes; it is the constitution. We have to live up to it. We are going to see 
that you live up to it. 

He was squawking. It didn’t suit his purpose. It didn’t suit me either as the 
record proves that as chairman I voted against it, but it was carried by the member- 
ship. I did the best I could under those circumstances. That is the wishes of the 
membership and I always do the best I can do to the best of my ability. 

Schwandt (330): What was the date that Rowan became a member of the board? 

Fisher: On the ist of July. He cast a vote on the 2nd. 

Schwandt (330): How much time did you consume in investigating the fraudulent 
ballots? 

Fisher: Well, Fellow Worker, I investigated the ballots about five days as I have 
other things to investigate. I was in Pittsburgh, Dover, Lawrence, Lowell, Paterson, 
I have lots of things to investigate. As I told you at the beginning, the organization 
has no system, and I don’t see myself what could be accomplished, if anything. It 
fs no use to take anyone’s word, as I have been so many times betrayed. Is that not 
so, under those circumstances? But what I found much around Lawrence and Pitts- 
burgh was unemployment, for two or three years. The system was introduced. 

Schwandt (330): That is beside the point. The thing I wanted to know is how 
much time was spent in getting evidence at Philadelphia and New York on the ballots 
cast. 

Fisher: It took me in New York and Philadelphia about six days. 

Henrikson (330): I waive. 

Sanjour (330): Can you explain why when you put in the ballots for 440 you 
did not put in the ballots for 2307 

Fisher: The 230 ballots were automatically in the box, no expenses or anything, 
the majority were working for 110 and also 230, and as for 440 and 520, a long 
time ago the misappropriation of funds came up and I myself said to them, “You | 
are paying $30 a week for a stenographer, or $28 a week. John, just for the sake 
of your organization, you haven’t work here for half a man and you have two men.” 
And he agreed with me that something had to be done. When you look over their 
financial report, their income doesn’t cover their wages. : 

Chuba (440): I want to ask you to! give me nothing but the truth. 
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Fisher: That I swear. 

Chuba (440): Was the question of raising dues and initiation fees in 510 put 
up to the members in that I. U.? 

Fisher: It was. In answer to Fellow Workers Walquist and Speed, it wasn’t 
brought out but I say positively that the ballots were off but I don’t know how many 
voted “yes”, As I told you at the beginning, there is no system in the organization. 
If there were system, the secretary should have informed me. 

Chuba (440): What was the result of the ballots, the vote? 

Fisher: It was carried. The membership expressed the opinion that it should be. 
They favored raising the dues and the initiation fee. 

Chuba (440): Can you tell me on what basis I. U. 440 stood on the 28th or 29th 
of July? ! 

Fisher: What do you mean? 

Chuba (440): How was 440 standing? 

Fisher: They had nothing. The money was not there, there was nothing there. 
The secretary said he could not even pay $2.50 and $4 checks as there was no money. 

Chuba (440): When was the ballot put in the box? 

Fisher: There was misappropriation of funds, and whose business? The members, 
when I left New York and when I was in Cleveland, the 440 members were debating 
whether it should be put in the box. That is the reason. 

Chuba (440): Did you have a gun in your possession on the 29th of July? 

Fisher: I never had a gun in my life. 

Chuba (440): You were at headquarters at 1001 West Madison Street on July 
29th? 

Fisher: I was, with Linn and Gibson present. I told them they were suspended 
as members. 

Chuba (440): You were on the second floor? 

Fisher: Yes. 

Chuba (440): Did you hear any fight going on at headquarters on the 29th of 
July? Did you hear any fight at all? 

Fisher: They went out. 

Chuba (440): No one was kidnapped? 

Fisher: No. 

Thompson (440): The constitution calls for $2 initiation fee and $1 dues. Now 
which do you think is the best policy, to live strictly to a constitution and allow the 
industrial union to go deeper into debt, or to not observe a particular clause in the 
constitution if it is better for the organization? 

Fisher: Fellow Worker, I have to answer this first. First you must understand 
that I live up to the principles of the organization. The primary object of the Indus- 
trial Workers of the World is unity under the industrial system. That is the primary 
object. It doesn’t say you have to unite them under $2 and 50c, nor under $5 and 
50c, but it specifically tells you that you must unite them under one banner. You 
are compelled to do this work. We have only one principle. It is a matter of ethics 
and if we want to help the industrial organization, we must adapt things to suit the 
conditions from time to time. That is the way I look at the I. W. W. myself. 

Thompson (440): There have been several witnesses up here and so far as we 
can learn there has been no violence committed at headquarters. There was a fight 
on the street on July 29th. I would like to know if you know who started that. 

Fisher: I couldn’t tell you who started it. I was there only for the finish. 
(Laughter). 

Thompson (440): I am as much in the dark. I was at work on that day. 

Fisher: I did not see the starting but I helped with the finish myself and I got 


a busted eye. 
Chairman Welinder: Remember, both of you, the verbatim report here. Just 


reply to the questions. 
Thompson (440): I said I was as much in the dark as a member 2,000 miles 


away as I was at work on that day. Evidently there was a fight on the street and I 
81 


would certainly like to know who started it. I think that would settle it. 

Fisher: I would like to tell you. I sat at my desk looking out of the door at 
the cigar store and there was a group of people there. I knew everything was not 
right and I went out. You know there is a gutter down by the news stand and I 
backed up in that gutter. Bowerman came toward me. I was anxious to give him 
one too, I do not deny that. Well, I move back a solid foot. There was a steel hook 
there used to lay aver the newspapers to keep them from blowing away when the 
wind blows. ‘The steel hook is about half an inch thick by two inches and a half 
wide and about thirteen inches long. And I looked at it; I don’t know whether I 
saw it or not; I was a little excited. 

Then I see stars but I do not fall down. I went up stairs into headquarters and 
[ put a bandage over and I work. Later I went down and everything was fine and 
dandy and peaceful. 

Thompson (440): Who hit you with that? 

Fisher: Trotter. More or less I pity that fellow. You see, if I wanted to be 
dirty, I could have knocked him just the same, but I let it go. It don’t hurt me; I 
am fine and dandy again and ready for another fight. 

Chairman Welinder: Are you through? 

Thompson (440): Yes. 

Walquist (510): I understood John Aron to say something to the effect that he 
had a certain length of time to regulate the finances of 510 or it would be taken over 
by the G. E. B. and put into the box the same as the other defunct I. U.’s. 

Fisher: When I was East, I talked to Aron and I talked to lots of these 510 
members. I understand the 510 situation. It has the same psychology as we have 
in ours. When this question came up I said I didn’t think the organization would 
stand for it. He said it must be regulated by putting out a general referendum but 
{ went back here and I did not apply for it. 

As I told you from the beginning, there is no system. They do everything as they 
please, you see. They accomplish some and put some out and the thing is done and 
they say, ‘Well, we did it.’ You have no check on them. They put it out. Finally, 
it is carried. It is the only thing they could do. 

If you don’t pay per capita tax you should be taken over, but in a way, we don’t 
want to take them over. In order to bring the M. T. W. in, understand, we considered 
that if you don’t have their hearts with you, you don’t have the M. T. W. That is 
what I have found out. 

They told me first when I joined the I. W. W., or rather, it was a question 
which I answered, whether I would abide by the principles and make myself useful 
to the cause and I said “Yes”. From that time in 1915 I have studied the organiza- 
tion, but somewhere I am in the dark, you see. : 

Chairman Welinder. Any other questions? 

Walquist (510): I just want to ask him if he doesn’t think that an assessment 
would accomplish the same purpose as the raising of the initiation fee or the dues. 

Fisher: Perhaps it would, but they determined. It was up to them. 7 

Walauist (510): That is all. 

Speed (510): Did you not all agree to get out the $5 initiation and higher dues 
as a matter of release to 510? 

Fisher: If you were told so, I tell you that they lied to you. I told you from the 
beginning that I am going to tell the truth. I am not ashamed of anything. If | 
have done wrong and violated the principles, I stand here and the jury may punish 
me for that. , 

Speed (510): Did you know that Aron printed $1 due stamps in New York? 

Fisher: No, how would I know? 

Speed (510): Did any come up here from New York? 

Fisher: Not a one. 

Speed (510): The evidence brought out, I understand in the convention in New 
York, was to the effect that a due stamp was printed at the Marine Workers’ office. 
Fisher: If I take your word as truth, it is a surprise to me. 
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Speed (510): After it was brought out at the convention? 

Fisher: It is news to me. 

Speed (510): That this stamp was gotten out there and that John Aron called 
at the office and got the plate and shipped it away was brought out, but we didn’t 
know where it was shipped and that is why I asked you whether it was shipped to you. 

Fisher: As business manager of the print shop, I will say that we printed it and 
sent it to him. 

Speed (510): It was printed at the Marine Workers’ headquarters in New York. 
He admitted that himself. 

Fisher: I don’t know anything about it. I just defend what I have done. 

Speed (510): Now did you induce or attempt to induce John Aron or this Gilday 
to come to Chicago? 

Fisher: I never induced them but I wrote a letter. It was not inducing them but 
stating the circumstances. If the letter is produced here, it is mine. But if they 
produce any different letter, I know that I did not write it. I sent him the ballots. 
I must admit that I wrote a letter stating that 510 should send a representative. 

Speed (510): You had charge of the ballots, did you? 

_ Fisher: What do you mean, ballots? 

Speed (510): The ballots here in the General headquarters, any ballots, you had 
charge of them? The ballots that are being investigated, they were under your care 
were they not? ; 

Fisher: I had them in charge. 

Speed (510): We had ballots coming down to that convention for investigation 
and we only received forty-two ballots. Who sent them? 

Fisher: Doyle sent them. 

Speed (510): Where are the rest of them? 

Fisher: I don’t know. 

Speed (510): Have you a receipt? 

Fisher: I suppose he has. 

Speed (510): We want a receipt for a whole big bunch of ballots. I would like 
to see the receipt. Aren’t those ballots under your care and dealing with matters 
of that kind? 

Fisher: Well, in a way, perhaps I had. In another way, I haven’t. Ryan gave 
me the ballots. Rumbaugh gave me the ballots to look over. They have no system. 

Speed (510): You knew full well that there has been quite a lot of dissension 
over matters of that kind, some corruption, and shouldn’t it be the duty of everyone 
to see that those things are kept intact and carefully held for investigation? 

Fisher: I performed my duty and that is the result. There are a lot of things 
I should do. I haven’t the time for everything. There is no system and for that 
reason we have the controversy here. Everybody tries to tell you that you should get 
a rubber stamp and push it on. ‘ 

Speed (510): You as General Organizer, to my mind, should take care of those 
things and see that they are not misplaced or done away with. You knew full well, 
didn’t you, that there would be considerable noise made about a thing of that kind? 

Fisher: There was noise about lots of things. 

Speed (510): But you knew there would be noise about that? 

Fisher: Perhaps I know, yes. 

Speed (510): Don’t you think it was your duty to take good care of those ballots 
and not let them go amiss? 

Fisher: The men, five or six of them, came in. How was I going to say, you 
have not got the right? 

Speed (510): Now then, you called in Gilday, you failed in Aron and let them 
sit on the Board and have a voice without a vote. You also took Monoldi and let him 
act as a board member. He is not entitled to act as a board member. : 

Fisher: I did not take. I can prove that the branches of I. U. 330, I don’t know 
exactly how many they have, but I judge about ten or eleven, sanctioned that he 
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should be brought here and sit on the board. That is the wishes of 330. What can 
I do? 

Speed (510): You acted in regard to 510. I know there are contradictions in 
the constitution. It is hard for anybody to live up to it because of the contradictions 
in it. I realize that, but nevertheless it is a fact that it was your decision relative to 
this initiation and dues. You believe in building up the organization by raising the 
jJues? You believe that is necessary? Your opinion in New York was to do that 
very thing. 

Fisher: I never sanctioned that, the membership itself sanctioned that. 

Speed (510): They won’t cooperate under those conditions. I know what caused 
it. I am in favor of the increase, personally, but I know the enormous comment it 
made all over the coast, harming the organization pretty badly as a result. 

Now, as to Gilday, you know Gilday’s record, don’t you? 

Fisher: I don’t know his record. 

Speed (510): You know that a good many are averse to Gilday? 

Fisher: I never knew him, Fellow Worker. I never called him in myself. 

Speed (510): Asa matter of fact, under the constitution we use for these certain 
purposes, isn’t it a fact that 510 is not entitled to representation on the Board at all? 

Fisher: What is it? 

Speed (510): It was understood that Gilday and Aron filled such positions on 
the board. 

Fisher: It was a different position with different functioning. Gilday had no 
note. 

Speed (510): Didn’t I hear you state on this floor here that one of these men 
who voted did make motions on the floor. 

Fisher: That fellow was a temporary G. E. B. member. His members sanctioned 
him. 

Speed (510): And you gave no aid or assistance by communications or otherwise 
to Aron in the position he has taken? ‘ 

Fisher: What do you mean? : 

Speed (510): I mean by communications, advice, etc., in the position he has taken 
in 510 regarding this controversy. 

Fisher: Why should I give assistance? It is mot my function. 

Speed (510): What I can’t understand, from the deductions I have made and 
from what I have heard, is that he would take a position contrary to the wishes of his 
own organization and lay that stress largely on the support that was granted to him 
by the General Office. 

Fisher: I don’t know what he told you. ‘ 

Speed (510): He didn’t tell me. It was brought up on the convention floor. 

Fisher: I don’t know what was brought up. 

Speed (510): These things I don’t know. I was not East. I am only speaking 
about matters that were brought up on the convention floor and given to me, and I 
am asking these questions on behalf of 510. 

Fisher: I tell you, I have no connection with Aron. He never gave me informa- 
tion so how can I answer the questions, Fellow Worker. 

Speed (510): Well, if you won’t answer, it is up to you. 

R. Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): How many ballots were sent to headquarters? 

Fisher: Forty-two were sent in a package and the balance of 725 were sent in 
another package. 

R. Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): Were they sent by mail or express? 

Fisher: Express. 

R. Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): That is all. 
oe Did you ever have an encounter with Adolph Vangsness? A 


Fisher: Yes, but not as an official. He was an individual. I was the same 
as an individual. I was not in an official capacity. 
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Chairman Welinder: Was this during the time that you held office as General 
Organizer? 

Fisher: No, I have not fought with him during that time, no. 

Chairman Welinder: When did you have a fight with him? 

Fisher: I had a fight with him on the street. I punched him on the jaw. 

Chairman Welinder: How much money did you cause to be advanced to Wallis 
going East? 

Fisher: I never advanced anything to him. Fellow Worker Doyle advanced the 
money. j 

Chairman Welinder: Did you order him East as an organizer? 

Fisher: Well, yes. 

Chairman Welinder: In what industry? 

Fisher: Textile. 

Chairman Welinder: What was the result? 

Fisher: The best that could be accomplished. 

Chairman Welinder: How long did he function there? 

Fisher: I presume about three weeks. 

Chairman Welinder: Do you have any idea as to how much money he spent in 
those three weeks? 

Fisher: I never took account of the money on that, as he was secretary of the 
small I. U.’s at that time. It was an emergency call. 

Chairman Welinder: When you sent out the organizers, didn’t you mean that 
they through their work make a return to correspond somewhat to the expenditure? 
Did you not follow up at all and get reports from them to see what they spent? 

Fisher: I got reports, yes. 

Chairman Welinder: Did you consider that Wallis’ work out there was reason- 
able in comparison toa the money he spent? 

Fisher: Yes, the work he accomplished was good for the money spent. 

Chairman Welinder: According to the report, he spent $350 in three weeks, the 
report of* Wallis advanced from Main Office. 

Fisher: He advanced money to other organizers. 

Chairman Welinder: Were you ever informed by Aron of the amount of returns 
that he had on the referendum to raise the dues? Did you ever find out how many 
voted on that in 510 to raise the dues? 

Fisher: No, they did not send it to me. I told you in the first place there is 
no system in the organization. 

Chairman Welinder: Even granting all that, you never asked for it, did you? 

Fisher: A slip of my mind. , 

Chairman Welinder: Were you ever aware of the fact that those ballots were 
thrown out by the 510 branch in Portland and the various branches on the Pacific 
coast as being unconstitutional? You must have been informed of it. 

Fisher: No. \ 

Chairman Welinder: You never inquired about it? 

Fisher: No, certainly not. 

Chairman Welinder: As a matter of fact, you did not seem to follow it up? 

Fisher: I stated here specifically that those branches have no system. It is their 
duty to notify the general organizer. 

Chairman Welinder: When the question of the board meeting came up, there were 
five for and three against calling the board meeting. All right, and you happened to 
be one of the three. You were one of the three. Now, just for the sake of verifying 
this, suppose that you would have been one of the five that wanted a meeting and 
the other side would have been the three that didn’t want it, would you have de- 
clared the meeting illegal? 

Fisher: What did you say? 

Chairman Welinder: I say, you were in the minority. You were one of the three 
that did not want a meeting. There were five that wanted it. Suppose the case 
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had been reversed and you had been one of the five and they the three. Could you 
then have denied the meeting? You would have called the meeting alone then, 
wouldn’t you? ; : 

Fisher: No, as I considered there was no necessity for a meeting, there was no 
business to be transacted. 

Chairman Welinder: But if you had considered that there was something, Say, for 
instance, you hold that there was something to call the board meeting for and two 
more hold the same as you, but five claim that there is nothing to hold a board meeting 
over, you would then have called a meeting? 

Fisher: No, I told you, why should I call a meeting when there is nothing to 
transact? 

Chairman Welinder: You do not get my meaning. If you maintain that a meet. 
ing should be held on the 29th of July and you send out a communication to the 
others to vote; you maintain that a meeting should be held and five of them maintain 
it should not; two others maintain with you that it should; would you then have called 
a board meeting? 

Fisher: I would certainly call a meeting together. It would be my duty to do 
that. 

Chairman Welinder: Do you interpret the clause that reads that all questions of 
the General Executive Board shall be decided by a two-thirds majority to mean also 
the calling of the board meeting itself? 

Fisher: It specifically states, any question. 

Chairman Welinder: The question of calling a meeting? 

Fisher: That makes no difference. 

Chairman Welinder: You define it to mean that? You hold that it means even 
the calling of the board meeting itself? That is the stand you take? 

Fisher: Don’t try to inject something. You read this paragraph yourself and 
there is no need of explanation. Paragraph “G” reads that the General Executive 
Board shall meet on the call of the General Organizer. Who is that fellow? I don’t 
know. That is me. (Laughter) 7 

Chairman Welinder: I am asking you a specific question. Did you interpret that 
clause to mean that a two-thirds majority is required to settle all questions, including 
the question of calling a board meeting? Do you include that? 

Fisher: Should it not be so interpreted? 

Chairman Welinder: You are asking me a question. I ask you directly whether 
you interpret that clause to cover also the question of calling a board meeting itself. 
Do you maintain that it takes a two-thirds majority to call a board meeting also? 

Fisher: The clause gives the answer. The answer is here, Fellow Worker. Why 
should we double up on this question. The answer is specific and positively states so. 

Chairman Welinder: Why do you refuse to answer yes or no? 

Fisher: I do not refuse to answer anything. 

‘ Chairman Welinder: You are not answering my question. 

Fisher: I want to say that the convention must understand the constitution and 
what it means. I am not refusing to answer that question. I am just saying that it 
explains itself. 

Chairman Welinder: I will wind up here by stating that he refuses to answer. 

Gray (110): You are not chairman while you are asking questions. 

Chairman Welinder: I just simply stated that I ean get no answer. 

Broman (120): You stated here a while a 
questions. Why don’t you do it? 

Chairman Welinder: “Never mind now, let it go. 

Mann (110): Fellow Worker Fisher, when were you installed in office as or- 
ganizer? 

Fisher: I was installed on March 2nd. 


Mann (110): You were installed in office on March 2nd and they held 4 
G. E. B. meeting right after you were installed? 


go that you were ready to answer all 


86 


> a oS 


Fisher: They held a G. E. B. meeting from March 11th to March 27th. 

Mann (110): In that first G. E. B. meeting that you attended, were you given 
a vote? 

Fisher: It was contested by Vangsness, Bowerman and Trotter, they stating in the 
March bulletin that they contest my vote and I state my reason that I am positively 
sure I have a vote. 

Mann (110): What I want to know is whether you voted in that meeting? 

Fisher: Sure. 

Mann (110): And in spite of the contest made against you, the majority of the 
board sustained you in your contention that you had a right to vote? 

Fisher: The constitution gives me the right to vote. It specifically states that the 
General Executive Board shall include the general organizer. Without him, how could 
there be a general executive board? 

Mann (110): What, if anything, did the board accomplish during its session? It 
was about two weeks, wasn’t it, Fellow Worker Fisher? What did they accomplish? 

Fisher: They accomplished nothing. 

Mann (110): Why, what was the stumbling block? 

Fisher: The main thing was that 520 was broke, 440 was broke, the chairman 
had nothing to do and the general organizer was broke too. 

Mann (110): Now, on July 15th when the first session of the G. E. B. took 
place, that is the so-called G. E. B., or whatever you want to call it, did they come 
in and invite you to sit with them? 

Fisher: They came in and asked me, “Where is that G. E. B. room?” 

I said, ‘‘Right here.” 

They said, “We are going to have a meeting.” 

I said, ‘““Mr. Rowan, did you receive my communication?” 

He turned around and said, “We are going to meet.” 

» Iasked him again if he had received my communication. 

He did not answer. 

I asked Mr. Ryan, the same question. Ryan said, “Yes, I received that communica- 
tion.” 

I asked Mr. Bowerman. That is all. I had done my duty. They went up and I 
don’t know what they did. , 

Mann (110): You never interfered with them as long as they met upon the third 
floor of the General Headquarters. 

Fisher: I never came near there. I attended to my duties. 

Mann (110): You know that on that day they are supposed to have been evicted 
from headquarters, that is, on July 29th. Was there anybody there that you know 
of im the building who were not members of the I. W. W.? 

Fisher: No. I was walking from the office to No. 110 on some business, you 
understand. I never saw anybody there. They were upstairs on the third floor. 

Mann (110): Fellow Worker Fisher, when did you first see Fellow Worker Kapon, 
when he came to Chicago? 

Fisher: I couldn’t exactly tell you when I first saw him. He came to Chicago 
as an investigating committee from Dubuque with some others. 

Mann (110): Kapon interviewed you on the controversy did he? Did he talk 
to you about it? 

Fisher: Not much. He was disinterested. 

Mann (110): You have charge of the General Office Bulletin, haven’t you? Did 
Fellow Worker Kapon give you a statement to publish in the General Office Bulletin? 

Fisher: Fellow Worker Kapon didn’t give me the statement, but I think Fellow 
Worker Goggin or Busher gave me a statement to put in the Bulletin with Fellow 
Worker Kapon’s signature on it. 

Mann (110): Was the signature in handwriting? 

Fisher: Yes. 

Mann (110): What issue of the General Office Bulletin was that in? I want it 
to go in the record, that is all. 
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Fisher: I think it was the August issue. I gave that to somebody here yesterday, 

Cole (110): It was in August. 

Mann (110): It doesn’t make any difference. 

Fisher: It went in the Bulletin regardless of whether it was against me or any. 
body else, it went in. : ; 

Mann (110): I would like to have it go in the record that it was in the August 
Bulletin. That was a practical vindication of your action, wasn’t it? They under. 
stood it to be, did they not, Fellow Worker Fisher? 

Fisher: I left to investigate here for a couple of weeks. They came to me and 
I signed a resignation at least twelve times. 

One night we went over to temporary headquarters and about fourteen men, the 
entire committee, were there. Morris, myself and Doyle met them. We came down, 
spent carfares and everything and couldn’t talk with them. 

Mann (110): Fellow Worker Fisher, in a lumber workers’ bulletin dated Septem. 
ber 15, 1924, Fellow Worker Kapon has an article alluding to you and Doyle; from 
which I gather that you have some connection with the Communist party. You were | 
chairman of the G. E. B. in 1920, weren’t you? Do you remember what happened in 
the meeting on October 18th when a motion was passed there? 

Fisher: On October 18th, I presume that you refer to the question of the refer. | 
endum. f 

Mann (110): How did you cast your vote? 

Fisher: I cast a vote, I am not ashamed of it. Senator Lodge proposed this. Any- 
way, I was in favor of it somewhat, to give the I. W. W. the right preserved in America 
of solving the conditions here without any referendum. So far as the principle is 
concerned it is right and nobody can deny it. They are just the same engaged in | 
class trouble. I speak for the workers over there. I don’t speak for the few com- 
munists here, no, but for the working class in Russia, and the conditions prevailing | 
there. The workers there have not a country like America. That was only their first 
step to establish such a thing, the republic they have. Perhaps in time they will be 
forced to revolt against the system they have over there and substitute the same pro- 
gram as the I. W. W. has. 

Mann (110): That is all for that. Fellow Worker Fisher, isn’t it a fact that | 
when Fellow Worker Wallis was in Lawrence, Massachusetts, he was successful in 
creating a sentiment in Lawrence that made it possible for the I. W. W. to take over 
the entire organization of the O. B. U. which was created as the central labor body in 
Lawrence with about four hundred membership? 

Fisher: It was a fellow by the name of Legere, an international organizer and | 
reactionist, who was especially sent by Secretary Russell to try to squash the senti- 
ment for the I. W. W. 

Mann (110): This is the last question. Did you hire any gunmen to go over and 
beat up Buchwald, Secretary of 310, as it states in this bulletin? 

Fisher: No. 

... Chairman Welinder relinquished the chair to Walquist to act as temporary 
chairman... 


Cole (110): I wish to know, Fellow Worker Fisher, whether the chairman of 
the G. O. C. of 110 could attend to the G. E. B. meetings during the time or in the 
month of July and attend to the business in that office and have efficiency in the 110 
office? 


Fisher: It is impossible. 


Cole (110): Then, if he did attend the G. E. B. meetings, would there not be a 
holler from the field from the membership of 110? 


Fisher: He had to substitute a man for himself over there as he must attend to 
his own administrative body. 


Cole (110): Then the 110 member of the board didn’t want to go into that 
meeting. We have delegates here who have a right to contest the meeting that was 
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held in the month of July on the grounds that he has no business to attend when 
efficiency is needed out on the field to put this drive across. 

Fisher: You must understand this, Fellow Worker. You asked me two sub- 
stances in that question. To one, I have to say, no, as it was not for the interests of 
the I. W. W. The drive must go on the side. You must first maintain’ the I. W. W. 
You must come to their aid as it is your duty. If not that, the membership ought 
to throw him out immediately and he has no business to be represented on the Execu- 
tive Board over the affairs of the I. W. W. He must by all means maintain coopera- 
tion and it was not cooperation, it was complete demoralization in the organization. 

Cole (110): Did you ever hear any talk in the G. E. B. headquarters or any one 
talking about a split? 

Fisher: I never heard that but I received a communication written by Fellow 
Worker William Buchwald to James Kennedy. 

Cole (110): Would you mind reading that off? 

Fisher: That is what I am looking for. 

. Fisher read the letter... 

Cole (110): Iam through. 

Jordan (110): I want to ask you Fellow Worker Fisher, were you present in a 
building at 1001 West Madison Street when this G. E. B. meeting went into session? 

Fisher: I told you that when they came to me and asked for the G. E. B. room, 
I asked them if they had received my communication and I sat down; they walked up; 
I never went to any of them. 

Jordan (110): Well, was it your opinion that there was a move on foot to cause 
dissension and disruption in the organization? Did you think that was the sole 
purpose of their calling that meeting? 

Fisher: Well, I would state that at the meeting in March, I was led to believe 
and I was fully convinced by their actions on the board that it would be a split but 
nothing was done. It was wrangle, wrangle over nothing. When I asked many fellow 
workers, just for the sake of the organization, to let us down and get some real con- 
structive program, Fellow Worker Linn and Fellow Worker Miller, who was at that 
time 280 chairman, would not give us their warrant for the papers, not even for the 
good of the organization. We accomplished nothing at that meeting. 

If we tried to do something, as the minutes will show, men who pretended to be 
working for the organization but whom I would call informers, would prevent it. You 
know they can make resolutions all the time. That is what they want. 

It was given me to understand from Fellow Worker Rumbaugh, perhaps Ruth 
Rumbaugh will verify that, that Fellow Worker Rowan was in your house to dinner. 

R. Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): Not for dinner; he came for a visit. 

Fisher: He was anxious to see Fisher get out and go East. 

R. Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): Why, yes. 

Fisher: And I considered it was my duty to leave. You can see the conspiracy 
right there. As soon as I leave the door, they rush over, ‘‘Why don’t you tell us; you 
buy pencils; why don’t you tell us?” I saw my duty laid down and I was trying to do 
it. I did the best I could under the circumstances. 

Jordan (110): Did you make any attempt to try to get that other board, that 
rump G. E. B., into an executive session with other members of the General Executive 
Board? 

Fisher: Yes. 

Jordan (110): How many attempts did you make? 

Fisher: I made three attempts. When the 310 investigation committe2 came in, 
Joe Weight, Rainey, Hancock and two more whose names I don’t exactly know, they: 
came here to investigate these matters and instead of that they switched to investigat- 
ing us. The entire G. E. B. was present. Rowan, Bowerman, Trotter, Ryan, Ander- 
son, Gibson, Linn, myself, Monoldi, Henry, everyone was in that room. Hancock pre- 
sided as chairman of that 310 committee. He put the question to the five, ‘“‘Will 
you reconsider your action, forget that and meet?” 
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{ said, “Yes, I will meet with you and I will go one better. I will put out 
referendum recalling myself if I am detrimental,” and the answer was, “No.” And 
they left. 

Then when those charges were placed against them for disruption and creating 
dissension, I personally went and handed it to them, the charges and the letters, which 
they would not accept. Then what could I do. I am only a human being. I wag 
treated like a dog when I did not deserve it. I must protect the organization and I 
know they were not more nor less than disruptionists of the worst kind. 

Jordan (110): I will just ask you one more question now. Did you approve of the 
action that was taken by the rank and file committee in excluding the so-called G, F, 
B. members from headquarters? 

Fisher: The move was made for the best interests of the organization and I did 
approve of it. I am not ashamed (ue thes 

Jordan (110); And if you happened to be a member of the rank and file yourself 
and if you were in their position, you would do the same thing? 

Fisher: Positively. 

Fisher (110): The question I want to ask is this: Are you a 510 member? Is 
it not the second biggest industrial union in membership in the I, Wo Wee 

Fisher: If you take it the year around, I would say, yes; if you take it just 
temporarily, I would say, no, it comes third. 

Fisher (110): Don’t you think the second biggest industrial union in the I W, 
W. should have representation on the General Executive Board? 

Fisher: In my opinion, yes. 

Fisher (110): How did it come that they didn’t have a chairman of the G.0.C.? 

Fisher: I can’t help that, Fellow Worker. The by-laws specifically state there 
shall be five G. O. C. members. If they don’t elect them, I can’t help that. They 
will have to answer for themselves. 

Fisher (110): When there are no members elected, does the secretary ‘not 
represent, so to speak, the secretary and chairman also? 

Fisher: It should be, yes. 

Fisher (110): Therefore, in one way, Aron was entitled to a voice and vote 
as they did not have a chairman of the G. O. C. 

Fisher: Aron was not entitled to vote. 

Fisher (110): I know you did not give it to him, but in one way he was entitled 
to it. 

Fisher: According to principle he was entitled to it. 

Fisher (110): Did the Executive Board or any member of the Executive Board 
ever suggest to wait with any meetings that they proposed holding until 510 could 
get a representative or elect a chairman of the G. O. C. so they would have a 
representative on the Executive Board? 

Fisher: It was not mentioned. 

Fisher (110): It never appeared? They were not anxious for them to have a 
representative at all? 

Fisher: No. 


Fisher (110): Well, here is another question: How long has it been since 120. 
refused to remit funds to the general organizer? 


Fisher: They never remitted per capita since January 1st, but they remitted in | 
June, some time around the 25th, I couldn’t state exactly the date because I didn’t 
see their remittance. I was not able to get hold of it. 


That is another sign of the lack of system in the organization. They voted that 


they were never going to pay anything. That was the recommendation of Vangsness | 
and they concurred with him. I presume all presided as chairman. 


Fisher (110): So they practically quit paying any money to the organization | 


since ey ist. How long has 310 quit paying any money to the general orgalh | 
ization? 


Fisher: Well, I believe, about the same time. I would state further that I have | 
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nothing to do with the funds, that is the duty of the secretary to see that they 
remit per capita, ete.’ 

Fisher (110): Was it not a fact that 510 officials then in control were going 
to have $5 initiation fee and $1 dues regardless of whether anybody sancticned it 
or not? 

Fisher: Well, 1 couldn’t say officially. Perhaps there was: some rumor like 
that. I would not say positively. If I were to hear it before, I surely would tell 
him, “Give me some reason.” 

Fisher (110): It wasa meeting of July 29th that sanctioned that? 

Fisher: To concur with the referendum that was just passed in the 510: 

Fisher (110): So the sanction on the part of the G. E. B. of the action of 
510 did not bring on the controversy, did it? 

Fisher: No, the controversy was already in full swing. Perhaps it had more 
enthusiasm on the coast on account of the opposition working at it. 

Fisher (110): Did not the fact that the controversy was on, that money was 
not coming into the general organization from 120 and 310, the organizations being 
bankrupt, act as a big factor in the G. E. B. taking the position of sanctioning that 
matter? 

Fisher: Well, perhaps they considered it that way also. It was understood that 
somehow 510 knew what they wanted. You understand, industrial union members 
ean determine what they want. I don’t know what the lumber workers want. 

Fisher (110): You don’t get me. I mean the fact was that you could only 
count upon support from certain industrial unions financially, that is, you couldn’t 
count on 120 and 310 and some of them, and therefore, in order to keep the I. W. W. 
going you had to concur with the action of 510 as an emergency measure? 

Fisher: Well, as the constitution states, yes. 

Fisher (110): That is all. : 

Hanson (110): I would like to ask Fellow Worker Fisher, as long as we are on 
the constitution, whether that form of organization practiced by 310 is constitu- 
tional. 

Fisher: I would say, no. 

Hanson (110): Then, it isn’t that I am so very interested in the constitution 
as such, but the question of the constitution has been brought in here, so I would 
like to bring out a few more points. 

According to the constitution, on page 2¢, Article 4, Section 2, (b), in regard 
to the G. E. B. taking over all defunct unions, ow many unions in the I. W. W. were 
there which did not directly come under that? 

Fisher: That is rather a peculiar question. There was only one union, 210-220, 
and that is only what I guess and perhaps I will have to look up the reports, but 
210-220 was the only one. They never paid for six months, they were defunct to 
the constitution. I. U. 310 was in the same category and 110 was due under the 
subscription. Then you have one union. You see yourselves you have to accept 
your constitution. You come here and put the crime on me. It is an impossibility. 

Hanson (110): I would like to ask you another question on a different subject, 
and that is the question of organizing the I. W. W. Did the kick against Leheney 
come from the part of the country where Leheney was organizing or some other 
part of the country? 

Fisher: I was over there myself and the workers were very satisfied when he 
was holding a meeting, a street meeting or park meeting, and there was no squabble 
whatever, but the squabble came from the other side, from 310. They were squawk- 
ing. I admit that. I have letters condemning those who were in the meeting. If you are 
going to do any organizing, send it out to the men. They do their work and if there 
is some squawking, I have to bully them out of it. If we listen to all of this, then 
it is no use to do anything. Just sit down and fold your hands and let the -world 
go by. 

Hanson (110): I would like to ask you another question in this regard: Is it 
customary for one I. U. or one part of the organization to attempt to dictate the 
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detail, or what I might term, the routine affairs of organization of another I. U, op 
another part of the organization? 

Fisher: No. 

Hanson (110): I fail to see how that could come out. | 

Fisher: How can they tell each other how to organize. ‘We do not understand | 
their psychology. We do not know what they are confronted with. That is up to 
the workers themselves. They have to organize. z 

Hanson (110): Well, I waive for the present. { 

Gray (110): Do you mean that:the propaganda put out against Leheney was 
put out by the same ones who later became the injunctionites, that is the original 
propaganda by the ones who started the ball rolling? Then the officials repre. | 
senting the construction workers were telling the textile workers whom we should | 
have for an organizer. 

Fisher: Just exactly. 

Gray (110): Now in regard to Wallis’ trip east, he got $450, was that it? 
What were the figures? 

Fisher: $3850. 

Gray (110): Were all expenses covered by vouchers? 

Fisher: Every bit of it. 

Gray (110): I presume you got a report on it. 

Fisher: Yes 

Gray (110): And the Auditing Committee has ©. K’ed that? 

Fisher: The first auditing committee O. K’ed it. 

Gray (110): How many G. O. C. men has 819? 

Fisher: They have a chairman and they call him G. O. C. chairman, but it is | 
not the G. O. C. at all. 

Gray (110): It is something that does not exist? 

Fisher: That is it exactly. 

Gray (110): Then they have no board member, etc.? 

Fisher: According to the principles of the I. W. W., I would say, yes, but 
according to the structure, no. 

Gray (110): We are talking technicalities now. Then they are in no better | 
position technically than 510? 

Fisher: In the same category. 

Gray (110): That is all. 

Broman (120): I want to ask you one question first, kind of an intimate sort 
of question. If I understand you right, you said that when you were in that fight 
on the sidewalk that was not an official act. You were not acting in an official | 
capacity? 

Fisher: I consider that when I am in the building I am an official. You have 
to understand that. I act as an individual when I am outside of the building, off the 
premises. 

Broman (120): Then all acts that you carry out, to be construed as official 
acts, must be carried out in the headquarters building. 

Fisher: Just exactly. That is the premises. On the premises, I have charge of 
my duties. When I am fighting over that, I am fighting as an official. 


eres (120): Were you receiving pay from the organization on your i | 
east? 
| 


Fisher: Yes. 
Broman (120): 


Were you acting in an official capaci i q | 
: : pacity on your trip east! 

Fisher: Certainly, that was one of the official duties. i | 
Broman (120): You were off the premises. 


Fisher: That doesn’t matter. Here is an urgent call to investigate. You ale) 


never going to trap ot that. You have to understand there are two questions | 
You classify organization matter as a fight. 


Broman (120): All right, let it go. 
Did you recognize Monoldi as a G. E. B. member of 3302 
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Fisher: He was sanctioned by the branches, certainly. 

Broman (120): How does 330 elect its G. O. C. chairman? 

Fisher: When there was an emergency, the branches demanded it. 

Broman (120): Do you know how they elect them? 

Fisher: There was no G. O. C. chairman. In the first place, they do not have 
one but they sanctioned that the temporary place on the board be filled until they have 
time to select. : 

Broman: Do they have any other method of electing? 

Fisher: It is a referendum. ; 

Broman (120): In regard to raising initiation fees and dues, did the G.-E. B. 
sanction this or did the G. E. B. cause the referendum to be issued? 

Fisher: The G. E. B. was not in any part connected with causing the issue of the 
referendum, but the vote was cast and carried that the G. E. B. concur, and there 
is a principle in it. That was their cry and that is the cry all the way through. 

Broman (120):Do you interpret Article 4, Section 2, Paragraph B, to mean that 
the G. E. B. has the power to raise the initiation and dues of an industrial union if 
they see fit? 

Fisher: It specifically so states. 

Broman (120): I know what it states. I am asking you if you interpret it in 
such a manner. 

Fisher: That is what I do. 

Boman (120): And then instead of the industrial union sending out the ref- 
erendum, why didn’t the G. E. B. do it? 

Fisher: The referendum carried in 510. The G. E. B. is never going to insti- 
gate for the raising of the dues. 

Broman (120): According to your interpretation of the clause, that is the 
power of the G. E. B. Is there any other clause in the constitution that gives the 
industrial union the power to issue a referendum to raise its own dues and initia- 
tion fee? 

Fisher: No. 

Broman (120): Then how can you concur with that referendum? 

Fisher: Paragraph B gives you the answer. 

Broman (120): It does not give you the power to concur with the referendum 
that is issued illegally. 

Fisher: It means to regulate their financial affairs. 

Broman (120): That is what I want to know, if you consider that regulating 
their financial affairs can be done by concurring with the referendum vote of the 
industrial union. 

Fisher: I would sit as a general organizer. Shall we concur? I am willing to 
do so, sure. They know what they mean. 

Broman (120): I think you have violated just as much if you concur with 120 
or any other twenty. 

Fisher: Paragraph B states to regulate their financial affairs. 

Broman (120): Do you mean that by concurring with the referendum vote, 
or assenting by merely saying, “I concur,” that is regulating the financial affairs 
of that particular industrial union? 

Fisher: Yes, I do. 

Broman (120): Why is the 310 district form of organization unconstitutional? 

Fisher: With the district form of organization, you have what they call district 
councils and general industrial district councils. 

Broman (120): Is there anything in the constitution against district form of 
organization? : 

Fisher: You have the clause there to provide for the district council of the 
general industrial union. 

Broman (120): Then wny does it say district council? What does district mean? 

Fisher: It means to establish the location where they all’ transact their business. 
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If there are more industrial unions in that location, they establish their industria} 
district council. é 

Broman (120): You mean to tell me that in order for an industrial council to be 
bona fide and legal there should be no district. 

Fisher: You have branches on the job, second, it is a branch section ora branch, 
In cities like Seattle, Portland, San Francisco, Chicago and New York, why should 
you have districts when you have all your industries? 

Broman (120): Can you name any article or section or paragraph of the con. 
stitution that denies the right of the industrial union to call a district? 

Fisher: I would have to go over the constitution complete. It doesn’t state 
it. It gives you what the I. W. W. is composed of. It is composed of industrial } 
unions, and the further you read... 

Broman (120) (interrupting): Does it state what industrial unions shall be 
composed of? é 

Fisher: Yes. 

Broman (120): Is there anything in Section 4 of Article 1 denying the right to 
form district organizations? 

Fisher: You don’t want to come around here and say they have the right. 

Broman (120): Here is the idea. A while ago you said 310 was unconstitutional | 
because it had the district form of organization. Where is that in the constitution? — 

Fisher: It is not init. It shows what it is to be composed of, the industrial union, 
departments, etc., the form and structure of the I. W. W. You can’t’ go against 
the structure. You have members, one or more, seven members a quorum, then 
the job, then the branch and from the branch, with 1500 or 2000 it is an industry, 
then a department composed of the entire working class. That is the structure. | 

Broman (120): Section 2 of Article 1 reads this way: 

..- Broman reads the Section... 

Broman (120): We will turn the page and go on to Section 4 of the same | 
article, which gives the definition of industrial unions. | 

... Broman reads Section 4... 

Broman (120): Now what if the requirements of that industry should render 
it necessary to weld them together in districts? Would it be unconstitutional, I am 
asking you? ; 

Fisher: The first page gives all the answer that is necessary. - 

Broman (120): You are an awfully poor interpreter of the constitution in my | 
opinion. 

Murray (120): Fellow Worker Fisher, how would you interpret Article 5, Sec- | 
tion 2 of the constitution? 

Fisher (Reads the article): What do you want interpreted about it? 

Murray (120): Did you send out a referendum after the 1923 convention? 

Fisher: Not me. 

Murray (120): Well, how many G. E. B. members were at the meeting? I have 
to fetch this in to get what I want. How many G. E. B. members were at the } 
meeting that expelled Blossom, Kane and that bunch? 

Fisher: First you have to understand that Blossom was not expelled or sus | 
pended; he suspended himself. 

Murray (120): I asked you how you interpreted this. I am asking you why 
there was not a referendum ballot sent out after the 1923 convention when you 
took office. 

Fisher: On what? 

Murray (120): On the matter of the expulsion of this man. 

Fisher: I tell you he was not expelled. 

Murray (120): It was said here that he was expelled. 

Fisher: Whoever told you that was misinformed. 

Murray (120): He was expelled. 

Fisher: When? 


Murray (120): Why wasn’t a referendum ballot put out to expel him? Isn’t 
it up to a G. E. B. after a convention to do that? 

Fisher: The convention specifically laid down a rule last year pertaining to 
this specific instance and we have to comply with that rule as a convention. But 
we never expelled him, we never even suspended him, we just notified that.he had 
suspended himself. 

Murray (120): Why wasn’t the report of J. F. Leheney published in the main 
office bulletin? 

Fisher: Report? Why should we publish all the reports? It never was done, 

Murray (120): Never done! Why wasn’t it? 

Fisher: It is up to the convention to make a ruling if it should be done. 

Murray (120): Wasn’t he sent out as an organizer? Isn’t the G. E. B. sup- 
posed to print the reports of all organizers they send out? 

Fisher: No. It only states that the G. E. B. must print the reports. 

Murray (120): Isn’t the G. E. B. supposed to print the reports and receipts 
of all organizers that are sent out? 

Fisher: All organizers must report to the chairman, 

Murray (120): Not to be printed? 

Fisher: Why should we print it? 

Murray (120): I just want to know. 

Fisher: But they never did it. Bowerman or any of them never reported to me. 

Murray (120): Now on the financial statement of the General, Office Bulletin 
of June, there are two items, one dated June 3rd, Joe Fisher $150, another to Joe 
Fisher on account, $200. For what purpose was this money used? 

Fisher: This money was used from June 8rd to June 23rd when I was East to 
investigate the 510 ballots, at Lowell, Dover, Lawrence, Pittsburgh, Paterson and 
also I advanced an organizer in the textile industry and $350 to Fellow Worker 
Kraeger as an organizer for the M. T. W. in Philadelphia. 

Murray (120): Did you approve of firing all the I. U. officials out of their offices? 

Fisher: Fire? Who fired them? 

Murray (120): I said, did you approve of it, firing all the I. U. officials out of 
their offices? 

Fisher: I never fired anybody and I don’t know anything about it. How can 
I approve of something I know nothing about? Nobody was ejected as officials of 
I. U. You show me where Buchwald or Maurice Daly were ejected. 

Murray (120): Wasn’t John Grady ejected? 

Fisher: No. 

Murray (120): He has no more business as an official. 

Fisher: He was not ejected. 120 wasn’t ejected. I say, 120 secretary was 
not ejected. 

Murray (120): I am asking you. 

Fisher: I say, no, he left of his own accord. 

Murray (120): Did you recognize Monoldi as a member of the G. E. B.? 

Fisher: He was ratified by the membership temporarily. 

Murray (120): Can you produce the minutes of that G. E. B. meeting? 

Fisher: Yes. 

Murray (120): I would like to have that read off on this floor. 

Fisher: What do you want specifically, tell me. What answer do you want, 
Fellow Worker? 

Murray (1290): That part where we second the motion in the minutes. 

Fisher: This was where we met on the 29th, after the motion that we put I. U. 
440 and I. U. 510 in the box, which was carried. There was a resolution passed, 
which, don’t forget, was in your writing. 

... Fisher pointed out to Murray what he referred to in the minutes... 

Murray (120): Do you call 235 ballots for the membership of 510 for their 
count of the ballots as carried? 
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Fisher: Well, Fellow Worker, I can’t help it if their membership don’t take any 
interest. I also call your attention to the general referendum. 

Murray (120): Did you eall that the judgment of the membership? 

Fisher: I can’t help that. 

Murray (120): Did you at any time tell John Aron to send letters from the 
secretary-treasurer of 510 not to discuss the questions of the $5 initiation fee and 
$1 dues? 

Fisher: Did I send him a letter to that effect? No. 

Murray: I said, did you tell him to do it in any way, shape or form? 

Fisher: No. 

Murray (120): You did not? 

Fisher: Produce the letter. If it has my signature, it must be mine. Nothing 
I wrote discussed a matter like that. I was busy with the controversy. 

Murray (120): The reason I ask this is that letters were sent out from 510. 
Joe Fisher and John Aron sent these letters all over the country not to discuss the 
$5 initiation fee and the $1 dues. 

Fisher: I would like to get in contact with the man who said that and ask 
him to produce it. I never wrote such a thing. 

Murray (120): Didn’t the fellow workers in Duluth put in any kick against 
Leheney being an organizer? 

Fisher: I never talked to them. 

Murray (120): That is all. 

Grad (120): Fellow Worker Fisher, you stated you have charge of the 
bulletins. Was that so that in August 120 bulletins were refused to be printed in 
the print shop? 

Fisher: It never was refused to be printed. If anything was not printed, they 
withdrew it themselves. That is just the same as Fellow Worker Buchwald making 
the statement that he could not get his financial report printed and you have the 
report that he sent it in but later withdrew it. The print shop is glad to get printing. 
That is the duty of the print shop, to print If they don’t get printing, they can do 
nothing. 

Grad (120): How much is the initiation fee of 510 now? 

Fisher: How much? I can’t tell you. It depends upon the convention, I 
understand from the delegates that they have another substitute, an assessment, and 
so on, equal to the same amount. I don’t know what it is exactly. It is just a 
temporary measure. 

Mattson (210-220): Did you answer the questions sent to you by the joint 
investigation committee of 120, 310 and 460. A letter was questioned. 

... Mattson showed Fisher the letter in question... 

Fisher: I merely state that I never answered to them and I told them that I | 
would not answer to them but I will answer to the convention and I told them four | 
or five times if anything was going to be printed, to put in specifically that I told 
you I would not answer to you but I will answer every question at the convention. 

Mattson (210-220): They have the last question on that regarding some money 
drawn out by you, $150 for Joe Fisher, check No. 542, dated June 3rd, and also June 
10th, $200 on account. What was that money for? 

Fisher: It was for the investigation and survey in the textile industry. 

Mattson (210-220): That was your trip east? 

Fisher: Here is the report, my report. I have nothing to hide. It has the bills 
for everything. 

Mattson (210-220): Were the I. U.’s 120, 440 and 520 represented on the General 
Executive Board? 

Fisher: At what time? 

Mattson (210-220): During this controversy? 


Fisher: Suppose they sat upstairs, I. U. 120, 310, 440, 520, 210-220 constitute 
the G. E. B., without the General Organizer. 
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Mattson (210-220): Wasn’t that against Article 10, Section 2 of the consti- 
tution to have 120 on the General Executive Board when they had over $10,084 
debits to the General Office? 

Fisher: Fellow Worker, I tell you, yes. I told you before, if it comes down to 
enforcing it to the letter, there was no G. E. B., except as I tell you. 

Mattson (210-220): Why was John D. Hayden discharged? Do you know the 
reason? 

Fisher: I could not tell you the reason. If you can tell me, I would be glad to 
know. 

Mattson (210-220): What do you know about the accusations made against 
Fred Bowerman of being a Thiel’s detective? 

Fisher: I wouldn’t say positively but there was a rumor that he was connected 
in such a way, but I tell you, Fellow Workers, his actions looked peculiar. That 
is what you have to watch. I could tell you perhaps that I am so honest and 
sincere but just watch me and my actions will show sooner or later. Men commit 
themselves by their actions and I am watching pretty close on the Board, pretty 
close, and I have my own opinion. 

I sent him $100 to investigate Wheeling, West Virginia, and he never reported. 
He further went into the rump G. E. B. and voted. If you want to know my expe- 
rience, I am willing to give it to you. I am not ashamed of it. 

Mattson (210-220): What do you know about the two sluggers that were hired 
by Doyle to kidnap Buchwald from his office? 

Fisher: I don’t know anything about it. I just heard of it myself, I don’t know 
if it is true or not. 

Oates (210-220): How long have you been in office? 

Fisher: Since March 2nd. 

Oates (210-220): How many board meetings have been called during that time? 
How many meetings of the General Executive Board have been called during that 
time? 

Fisher: There was one called March 11th to March 27th and there was another 
one called by request but the request was not granted. There was another one called 
because the organization was in such a turmoil and they were notified but would 
not appear, and for that reason the board was constitutional and legal as I gave 
every one notice to appear and perhaps 310 could find the notice on the desk. 

Oates (210-220): You say you gave these orders to appear? 

Fisher: I said, I asked them. I put out the ballot when the 310 committee 
was here. They requested a meeting. I complied with it and they wouldn’t come. 
Then when the charges were preferred against them, I notified them to appear. 

Oates (210-220): You don’t understand. How many board. meetings have been 
called since you took office on March 2nd? 

Fisher: There was one called on March 11th, which was in session continuously 


.. until March 27th and at that time they adjourned. 


Oates (210-220): They have had no meeting since? 

Fisher: No. 

Oates (210-220): Did you call the meeting in March? 

Fisher: Why, certainly. 

Oates (210-220): You called the meeting? Then you recognized then that it 
didn’t need a two-thirds majority to call the meeting in March, did you? 

Fisher: Under new installation of officers, don’t get the idea that you have to have 
a two-thirds majority. On the installation of officers, it was their duty to call a ref- 
erendum. The constitution was lying unsolved and it was their duty as G. E. B. 
to take their positions and straighten out this constitution. How are we going to 
put this constitution out? Who is going to compose the constitution? 

Oates (210-220): Did you write to these members before March 4th and ask 
them if they were willing to call a G. E. B. meeting for March 4th or 7th, or what- 
ever the date was? 
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Fisher: Fellow Worker, I told you when I took the office om ManehisSaaiiias 
constitution and all the amendments which were from the last referendum convention 
here had to be approved by somebody as the other board went out anal tie 
ee (210-200): That is not the question I am trying to get at, Fellow Worker 
Fisher. I am asking you if you sent them out a ballot asking them if they were in 
favor of a board meeting around the 7th. 

Fisher: Why, no. . 

Oates (210-220): Whey then, in other words, you called the board in yourself 
for th» meeting. 

Fisher: Fellow Workers, it states in the constitution that the General Executive 
Board shall meet. 

Oates (210-220): I beg to differ with you. 

Fisher: How are you going to bring them together? 

Oates (210-220): Certainly, there has to be a first session. I want to know 
whether they were called in on vote or whether you called them in. 

Fisher: I called them in. 

Oates (210-220): Then it didn’t need two-thirds majority for you to call the 
first meeting. 

Fisher: I suppose you are going to say the second one didn’t need it either. J 
answer to you properly and positively that the constitution which must be put 
out to the members must be handled by some one and who is going to do it if 
the G. E. B. says they will have no meeting, then I do it myself. 

Oates (210-220): Then it is all right that you called the first board meeting 
without asking whether they wanted a committee or not? 

Fisher: It is my duty. 

Oates (210-220): According to that, the constitution reads that the G. E. B. 
shall meet upon the call of the General Organizer. At that, you have the right 
to call them in at any time, haven’t you? If anything arises, I consider it very 
important to get that. 

Fisher: Certainly, you have to call them in. 

Oates (210-220): It goes on to say that the G. E. B. shall meet on the call 
of two or more industrial unions. Then if you think a thing is important enough, 
you can call them in? And if five men think it is important, you think it ought 
not to be called in? 

Fisher: I put up with it where it is anything important. Put the facts here. 

Oates (210-220): It is not whether I can prove the importance or not, but 
whether these five members think it is important or not. Isn’t it your duty to call 
them in? 

Fisher: If two or three have no jobs and know that they can sit on the board 
and discuss nothing but hot air, they are going to vote for that meeting by all 
means. Bowerman and Trotter, as they have nothing to do in their industrial unions, 
certainly are going to vote for a board meeting. They vote in this first session 
that they are going to meet every week. For what? 

Oates (210-220): And they have put no proposition? 

Fisher: They have a proposition to disrupt the I. W. W. 

Oates (210-220): I think, speaking straight from the shoulder, Fellow Worker 
Fisher, you agree with me that it is a very far-fetched proposition when you see a 
request to call the General Executive Board in. 

Fisher: They came to me and said, ‘‘We want a G. E. B. meeting.” 

I said, “All right, put it on the ballot. I waive my rights. I give it to the 
second.” That was themselves. Get that. 

Oates (210-220) : Five of them is enough to call that G. E. B. session. 

Fisher: Five is not enough. 

Oates (210-220): Why? 


Is there anyone by any stretch of the imagination can stand up there and say 
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that the calling of the G. E. B. needs a two-thirds majority to settle a question? 
What question is there in calling a G. E. B. I would like to know. 

Do you believe in this also. “General Organizer’s Duties,” sent out by yourself? 
“No. 1, when the G. E. B. is in session, the General Organizer is to act as the 
official chairman of that body.” In other words, according to your own statement, 
when it is in.session you immediately become a member of the G. E. B., and not 
until that time. How about that? 

Fisher: Don’t get excited. I get excited myself sometimes. 

Oates (210-220): The instructions he received from the G. E. B... ; 

Fisher: Get that here—somebody has to preside as a chairman. When I am 
sitting over there, I am sitting as official chairman. When I am voting, J am voting 
as a general organizer, as I am part of the general organization. What constitutes 
the General Executive Board? Give me a definition of that. 

Oates (210-220): I won’t give you any definition of that. 

Fisher: Read a little further, Fellow Worker. A majority of votes cast shall 
rule in the organization and its subordinate parts except as otherwise provided 
in the constitution, and the constitution provides two-thirds majority. 

Oates (210-220): I realize this, yes, that a man can stand up there and take 
the position you are taking, no matter how ridiculous it is and still argue for 
two hours. Now I would like to ask you, was that the only reason that you did 
not call the G. E. B., because there was not a two-thirds majority? 

Fisher: The board itself doesn’t justify it. Nothing important. That is the 
way they cast their vote. 

Oates (210-220): I asked you is that the reason you did not call the board in. 

Fisher: I tell you that was their justification. They speak their minds and cast 
their votes. 

Oates (210-220): Then you are responsible for this statement in your own report? 

Fisher: JI will give you the definition of it. I stand on every point I put. I 
answer to it if you want me to. 

..- Oates gave Fisher the statement... 

Fisher: I had instructions laid down in that March meeting. Show me any 


place where I have violated the instructions. I lived up to those instructions. 


Oates (210-220): You say in that statement that one of the reasons you did 
not want to call a board in anyhow was that it might cost some money to bring Fellow 
Worker Gibson from Denver or wherever he was and it would hurt the drive of 110. 
Doesn’t it say so in there? 

Fisher: Perhaps it is true. 

Oates (210-220): That is one of them, and then you go on to say that in 
regard to not having the G. E. B., it was inconsequential anyhow because the five 
men who wanted the board meeting called were those who had preferred charges 
against you and you knew they would vote, yes, and you knew that you and Gibson 
and Fellow Worker Linn would vote, no. Now I would like to ask you a question 
on that. Is it customary for the man who has charges preferred against him, to 
vote no, or take any part? 

Fisher: JI was not afraid at any time to have the charges put and defend myself. 

Oates (210-220): I am taking your own statement. 

Fisher: You read the entire thing, then you get the substance. You claim 
just the same as the doctor who would pick a point here and a point there and 
then write a prescription. 

Oates (210-220): My contention is this, that had you called the G. E. B. in, 
this controversy would never have been on this floor today. 

Fisher: Now there is where I go into the record now. You make the state- 
ment that there will be no controversy and your chairman stated that it would 
be surprising to the convention if there was. 

Ostes (210-220): I maintain, from the information we have, that this is one 
of its parts. ; 


we 


c : i ate that 210-220... 

i" var: Fellow Worker Andersoa, when he came in, specifically stated that he 
was told to go into Chicago and clean up headquarters, but me go ahead and 
see what progress he could make for the I. W. W., and he further stated that as 
soon as the meeting was over, he would tear up his card. I can bring the witnesses on 
a oe... Welinder: The questions are explicit. Try to answer the questions, 
4 Oates (210-220) : I am trying to get an answer to this. I want to get this thing 
done. If the questions do seem a little brutal, how am I going to put it? You said 
you did not want any kid gloves on that. 

Fisher: I am here speaking for the organization. 

Oates (210-220): I am trying to get the idea through right now as to whether 
you have acted consistently in calling these G. E. B. members together, and when 
I asked you the first time if you called it on your own volition, you said yes, and 
then I asked you what right .you had to refuse to call one when five G. E. B. mem- 
bers asked for it. 

Fisher: I am going to ask you, how are you going to call the first meeting? 

Oates (210-220): Then according to your own interpretation of this, you ought 
to ask them. I would like to know whether your investigation of the ballots in 
New York or Philadelphia, wherever you went... 

Jordan (110): I rise to a point of order. The rule here is that you can only 
ask these questions for ten minutes. 

Oates (210-220): I abide by the rule and take notice of it for the future. 

Chairmen Welinder: Your time is up long ago. 

Oates (210-220): JI just want to ask Fellow Worker Fisher what form his in- 
vestigation took in regard to these fraudulent ballots when he went to investigate 
them. 

Fisher: I came to the hall, not telling them who I was or anything. I just started 
talking about these ballots of 510, how they were cast and so on and so forth. Got 
into conversation to get the clue. I can’t come direct and say, ‘“‘You cast the wrong 
ballots. ” You say, why not? I have to get the clue and work around. It seems 
to me that the men who were supposed to O. K. those ballots were undeceived. I 
did the best I could to find it out. : 


Erwin (230): What members were represented at the G. E. B. meeting in 
March? ; 

Fisher: Arthur Linn, Adolph Vangsness of 120, Joe O’Neill of 310, J. H. Miller 
of 230, Fred W. Bowerman of 440, Harry Trotter of 520, Charley Anderson of 210- 
220, and Joe Fisher, the eighth one. 

Erwin (230): Now, when you called that board into session, did you notify 
510 that there could be a 510 secretary at that meeting and ask him to appear? 

Fisher: No, not at the March meeting. 

Erwin (230): You did not consider at that time that 510 had a vote in the 
G. E. B.? 

Fisher: No, it was a regular board session. The board could provide. It was 
up to the board to take up that question. 

Erwin (230): And you did not deem it necessary that 510 should have a 
spokesman at that meeting? 

Fisher: Deem it necessary! Why, it was up to the G. E. B. in their regular 
session to arrange ways and means for representation. If they failed to do so, I 
can’t help that. 

Erwin (230): You were a delegate to the 1923 convention? 

Fisher: I was chairman at that convention too. 

Erwin (230): You were against the two-thirds majority when it was brought up. 

Fisher: I was against the entire new plan. My vote is recorded to that effect. 
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Erwin (230): Did you vote in particular against that two-thirds majority wote 
to settle the question? 


Fisher: No, I voted particularly to complete the plan. 

Erwin (230): Was that particular paragraph “G” brought up for discussion? 

Fisher: Why there was no discussion but it seems to me that those men who 
brought it on the floor didn’t, seem themselves to understand it and when they were 
requested by the 110 delegates, they could not answer that. 

Erwin (230): Was there anything brought up in discussion at that time that 
it took a two-thirds majority to call a G. E. B. session? 

Fisher: You will have to go through the verbatim report. 

Erwin (230): Wasn’t it proper for those delegates to ask that, inasmuch as 
the latter part of Paragraph “H’’ and Paragraph “G” conflict with one another? 

Fisher: When you are so many days in session, you pass many things that 
conflict. 

Erwin (230): Isn’t it a fact that Paragraph G explicitly states how G. E. B. 
meetings can be called and Paragraph H explains the votes it takes to settle matters 
after it is called? 


Fisher: It gives how to call a meeting. 

Erwin (230): Didn’t you say that by holding a G. E. B. session at that time, 
it would interfere with Linn’s activities out in the field? 

Fisher: Linn was busy with his G. O. C. ’ 

Erwin (230): Is he allowed to vote on questions that come up? Does the 
constitution provide for that? Do you maintain that the general organizer has a 
vote? 

Fisher: Positively. It is given him, a priority, all the way through the eonsti- 
tution when you read it carefully. 

Erwin (230): Then a general organizer is not a member at large? 

Fisher: A general organizer represents the I. W. W. 

Erwin (230): But he still retains his membership in the I. U.? 

Fisher: Doesn’t he represent the I. W. W.? For that reason, he is on the 
board. 4 

Erwin (230): Then when this new plan was brought up, they intended for one 
I. U. to have two votes on matters coming before the G. E. B., one by the general 
organizer and one by the chairman of the G. O. C.? 

Fisher: We put it in a different way. This man represents the I. W. W. 


Erwin (280): You maintain that they took that into consideration when they | 


drew up the new plan that the general organizer should have a vote and make two 
votes. 

Fisher: Fellow Worker, I can’t help what they take into consideration. I want 
to tell you, how could the Executive Board specifically state that the general or- 
ganizer with their industrial union chairmen constitute the General Executive Board. 
How could it be the general organizer would have no vote? Tell me, I am anxious 
to find out. Can any one say the Executive Board has no vote? 

Erwin (230): In Paragraph A of Section 5 of Article 8, the latter part of the 
paragraph, it says, he shall be installed by the general secretary-treasurer, and shall 
be governed by their instructions. 

Fisher: They gave me oral instructions and I carried them out. I put out the 
leaflets, I did organization work, I sent out some organizers, issued about forty-six 
credentials, I did all I could under, the circumstances. 

Erwin (230): Were you opposed to it, no doubt you were opposed, were you 
not, to the bulletins put out by Rowan and others when they circulated through the 
field statements about highjacks, ete? 

Fisher: If I was opposed! I most certainly was. 

Erwin (230): Then why did you deem it necessary to put out a bulletin with the 
Same statements calling them highjacks? Did you think that would help matters any? 

Fisher: You had better understand, Fellow Worker, we never put out anything 
from headquarters until the country was flooded and members demanded explanation. 
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The members were demanding to know about the accusations. 
Erwin (230): You stated that Kapon seemed to be uninterested when you 
questioned him. Do you think that he was so disinterested that he failed to find out 


the details of what happened? 

Chairman Welinder: Your time is up. 

Fisher: I suppose he gave you good explanation as to that on the floor. He 
can speak for himself. 

Chairman Welinder: You have had ten minutes already. 

Erwin (230): Did you think that he was interested enough to have found out 
the facts sufficiently to make a statement there where he vindicated you? 

Fisher: I never spoke to him about it. He found that and he put it out that way 
and later on, he flopped. Here he was very interested, I presume. 

Erwin (230): Have you the vouchers for the expenses on the trip? 


Fisher: You bet I have. 


Saturday Morning Session, November Ist 


Chairman Welinder: If there is nothing else we will call Fetlow Worker Fisher. 
This is on the second round. 

Leonard (310): Fellow Worker Fisher, after 510 was charging $5 for the 
initiation fee and $1 dues, did you send any credentials to them after that? 

Fisher: No. 

Leonard (310): If you had, would this part in the credentials have been changed 
that dues be 50 cents a month and initiation fee $2? 

‘Fisher: I suppose that is what he did. I never saw them, but that is what he 
did, I suppose. 

Leonard (310): Did you say on your investigation of the ballot that all delegates 
were at sea? 

washer: So far as I can see Gibson was not in New York, neither in Philadelphia. 
If he was in New Orleans or San Pedro I couldn’t’run after him. 

Leonard (310): Did you see him? 

Fisher: Yes. 

Leonard (310): He is the fellow worker who received some ballots and signed 
them himself. They were mailed in to him. 

Fisher: He received the ballots. He added the ballots, passed them out to the 
members who voted upon them, and he only verified them. 

Leonard (310): You had charge of the main office bulletins, did you not? 

Fisher: Yes. 

Leonard (310): Did you refuse Vangsness permission to put his July report in 
the main office bulletin? 

Fisher: No. I told him I would put it in the next month. He said, “J want it 
in this month’s.” Then I just kept it on the files as he flatly told me he didnt 
want it in next month’s. 

Swanson (310): You stated to Fellow Worker Broman that the 310 didn’t 
have a chairman of the G. O. C. 

isher: I misunderstood if I stated that 310 hasn’t any chairman on the 
Organization Committee. There was a chairman, but there was no committee in 
sight, it was all in the air. 

Swanson (310): Regarding that letter to Kennedy which you read yesterday, 
when I saw that up there it was in the files. Did you take it out of the files? 

Fisher: I don’t know who took it out. The 310 committee was investigated. 
I don’t know myself. 

Swanson (310): Have you seen the original of this letter? 

Fisher: That is the original copy. 

Swanson (310): Was there a signature on it? 
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Fisher: There was no signature. What do you want to tell by that? Then 
I wili ask you this, could you prove there was no such thing? 

Swanson (310): I want to find out if it was real? 

Fisher: Why certainly it was written, and if you want me to deny my statement, 
go ahead. I can prove it was written. 

Swanson (310): I must get in the field and tell them that it was. 

Fisher: I prove it to you by the typewriter. I know that the stenographer didn’t 
write it. He wrote it himself on the typewriter. 

Swanson (310): Who took it out of the files?) When I saw it, it was in the 
files. 

Fisher: I don’t know who took it out. I won’t accuse anybody. If I took it out 
{ would say so. 

Anderson (310): On those ballots did you state you were going to investigate 
the G. E. B. regarding the finances of 510, raising the dues and initiation? You 
approved of that act, didn’t you? 

Fisher: Don’t tell me I raised it or the G. E. B. raised it. I told you a dozen 
times that the 510 referendum carried it. 

Anderson (310): You know that the ballot was unconstitutional? 

Fisher: Where do you get that? 

Anderson (310): There is a place in the constitution where it says they can 
not raise their dues any way they want to. 

Fisher: It says, “The initiation and dues shall be $2.” In another paragraph 
it says something else. I don’t know, it is a confliction. 

Anderson (310): Yesterday when Fellow Worker Oates asked you about a 
certain thing in your statement you told him that he was only picking out clauses 
here and there. Isn’t it a fact then that you did the same thing with the constitu- 
tion? 

Fisher: No, I live up to the constitution . 

Anderson (310): You made a statement in your bulletin, and you are picking 
out the same thing from the constitution. 

Fisher: You are part of that constitution, and as a member you impose upon 
me. I did all I could. If anybody violated the constitution you did when you voted 
on the conflicting parts. 

Anderson (310): When you sent Leheney to the East did you try to find out any 
of his records before sending him as a representative of the I. W. W.? 

Fisher: I think he has just as good a record as anybody on this floor, but nobody 
ever asked me if I tried to find out. 

Chairman Welinder: Just a minute. The question is whether you made any 
attempt to find out his record. 

Fisher: He is all right. 

Chairman Welinder: His personal record? 

Fisher: I can’t go back in history to find out a record. 

Anderson (310): You know there was quite a lot of complaint about Fellow 
Worker Leheney. You must know that because he was in the Work People’s College 
and the students didn’t want him there. He was sent from 410 before, and they 
had to send him out of there. He was in 460, and they didn’t want him. You didn’t 
know all of this? 

Fisher: I am glad to know all that. 

* Nelson (310): As general organizer did you have anything to do with the 
policy of the Industrial Pioneer? 

Fisher: Positively. I don’t classify the Worker as an organization, as a branch 
of the I. W. W., by a long shot. 

Chairman Welinder: Restate your question. 

Nelson (310): I asked you as general organizer if you had anything to do 
with the policy of the Industrial Pioneer and Industrial Solidarity? 
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Fisher: Certainly. I was instructed by the Board that such, a policy be pursued, 
Show me where there was a violation of policies? a: ; 

Nelson (310): Did you know that Industrial Pioneer printed an article headed 
“Acid Test’? Did you know that was printed? 

Fisher: Why certainly. 

Schwandt (330): At the time you consented and approved of the action of 
raising the dues of 510, were you aware of the fact everybody didn’t vote on that? 

Fisher: I couldn’t tell you, I didn’t investigate that. That wasn’t my business, 
that was I. U. business. 

Schwandt (330): Did you ever investigate how well the referendum had been 
circulated? 

Fisher: What referendum do you mean? 

Schwandt (330): Were you aware that the ballot was out before the general 
referendum was counted? 

Fisher: The ballot was out after. You mean that the general referendum was 
called on the first of June? 

Schwandt (330): The ballot for raising the dues was out before that. 

Fisher: I presume it was after that. Am I correct, Speed or Walquist? 

Speed (510): I don’t know. 

Henrikson (330): Fellow Worker Fisher, did you ever hear that Fellow Worker 
Leheney was requested by the students of the Work People’s College to resign on 
account of using too high a language, using language that the students didn’t 
understand? 

Fisher. I couldn’t tell you, I wasn’t notified. I presume he said too much, but 
as I understand it he uses common words which many should be able to under-. 
stand. If I understand them I think everybody else should understand. 

Henrikson: Did you ever hear of the time he was in Work People’s College, the 
students claimed he used up too much type in papers and magazines, that he 
couldn’t give much attention to lectures. 

Fisher: Maybe it is true. I wouldn’t say yes or no. I say “maybe.” 

Chuba (440): Fellow Worker Fisher, you stated yesterday that you saw a fight 
on Madison Street on the 29th of July, can you tell me who was mixed up in the 
fight? 

Fisher: I told yesterday that I got a bust in the eye. 

Chuba (440): You said you were looking down from the window and saw the 
fight and went down. Who were in the crowd? 

Fisher: Bowerman, Trotter, Ryan, myself and some others. 

Chuba (440): Were they fighting among themselves? 

Fisher: No, they were fighting a man who had tuberculosis, who was standing 
on the sidewalk starving and sick. They all jumped on him. 

Chuba (440): Was he an official? 

Fisher: No. 

Chuba (440): You also stated you got one in the face. 

Fisher: If I had had a chance I would have hit him. It was Trotter. 

Chuba (440): Why did he hit you? 

Fisher: I don’t know. Ask him why he hit me. 

Thompson (440): I heard a member accuse the Communist Party of being part 
of it. I remember you were not a communist. What caused these members to make 
that accusation? é 

Fisher: They were misinformed. That is their work, dirty, peanut politics i 
the I. W. W., where somebody accuses you of something. My records in the I. W. W. 
since 1915 are clear, and always will be. I will always adhere strictly to the 
I. W. W. Perhaps some tactics don’t fit in the I. W. W., but I will state any place 


and anywhere it is the finest thing. As far as the methods and tactics, we must 
change them. 
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Thompson (440): Did you ever object to some of the articles that appeared? 

Fisher: Why certainly, I wouldn’t publish everything. 

Thompson (440): Then you think that is the reason they accuse you? 

Fisher: Why certainly. 

Walquist (510): Inthe March bulletin under date of March 27th it says, ‘“Moved 
by Linn, seconded by O’Neil that we adjourn.” Now there was some confusion here 
yesterday in regard to that. Did that mean that the Board adjourned until they 
were called together again? 

Fisher: That was not my interpretation. 
forever. 


Walquist (510): After you refused to call the Board meeting together was there 
such a thing as two or three industrial unions demanding a Board meeting? 

Fisher: No. 

Walquist (510): Did you know that 510 put out this ballot for $5 initiation 
fees and $1 dues before the referendum was counted? 

Fisher: That is a puzzle to me. I don’t know. 

Speed (510): I asked you yesterday if you didn’t aid the Secretary-Treasurer 
of 510 in his effort to put over the initiation and dues? 

Fisher: I stated yesterday, “No,” and I state today, “No.” 

Speed (510): Did you not send communications to various branches of the 
M. T. W. 510 advising them to cooperate with John Aron in reference to this 
initiation and dues? : 

Fisher: Yes, 

Speed (510): Didn’t the various branches protest against that action? 

Fisher: You misunderstand, Fellow Worker. After we took over 510 and 
regulated their finances it was my duty as General Organizer. 

Chairman Welinder: Just a minute. Restate your question. 

Speed (510): My question was, didn’t the various branches of 510 protest 
to you against this action? 

Fisher: No. 

Speed (510): They called on the Grievance Committee. 

Fisher: Go ahead and show me. 

Speed (510): I have communications asking these branches to communicate 
with each other. Did you not advise them to cooperate with John Aron to put it 
‘over? 

Fisher: I advised them to cooperate. 

Speed (510): And to pay the dues. 

Fisher: Why certainly. 

Speed (510): You denied that before. 

Fisher: I don’t deny that. 

Speed (510): They protested to you against it, and you insisted upon them 
living up to it. 

Fisher: I insisted they must live up to it, and you bet I will insist upon it any 
time. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s.): Who wrapped up the ballots? 

Fisher: I think Fisher did. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s.): What became of the good ballots, the ones they 
accepted? 

Fisher: I suppose they are in the office. 

Chairman Welinder: Did you try to fill any vacancy of certain individuals or 
officials in the office, and if you did, did you partake in the act of trying out 
certain officials from headquarters? 

Fisher: No. 

Chairman Welinder: Were you aware before of any move on foot to take such 
steps? 

Fisher: No. 


When you adjourn, you adjourn 
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Chairman Welinder: You didn’t hear anything? 


Fisher: No. ~ 
Chairman Welinder: You didn’t know a bit about it: 


Fisher: No. . 
Cole (110): You stated to this body the other day that you wrote letters to 


. Blossom. 

Fisher: I did. 

Cole (110): What was the nature of the communications you sent? 

Fisher: The communications were in regard to the controversy. 

Cole (110): Did you get a reply to any of them? 

Fisher: No. When I found out some leaflets had been circulated, under date 
of May 15, 1924 I wrote a letter to Bert Lorton and James Quinlan, and one to 


Blossom. 
. . . Fisher read his letter to Bert Lorton (the same letter being written to 


James Quinlan) and Blossom... 

Fisher: On June 19th at three p. m., when I was in New York I went to a 
telephone and called Ashland 6039, and Mrs. Stephenson answered the telephone. 
{ said, “This is John speaking.” 

She said, ‘“Who is John?” 

I said, “This is John Schaeffer, a fellow from San Francisco who just came out 
of the penitentiary. I have very important news.” 

She then said, ““Yes, meet him at such and such a time at such and such a place.” 

That was at 3 p. m., and I had two witnesses with me. We went to his place at 
44 East 34th Street. That is his apartment, just one-half block from the Astoria 
Hotel. We rang the bell for about a half an hour. I presume he was watching 
or somebody saw us come. He has a very good spy system. We were not satisfied, 
so decided to call once more. I called the same number and couldn’t get in touch 
with him. The operator said it was changed to Lackawanna 8648. I called Lacka- 
wanna 8648 and I got him, and Blossom was in the room. I heard it. He said, ‘No, 
don’t answer.” She hung up the receiver. 

I was not satisfied with that, so I got a telephone one block from the place he 
lives, but he did not answer. I thought that was very good. 

That last bulletin will prove, to you that the Blossom Branch of the Textile 
Workers loaned one man by the name of John Gerber $1200 with no security. He 
changed the check in the First National Bank of Paterson, New Jersey. I ask these 
delegates where he could earn the money? He said, “I don’t need it, just take ite 
After he took it he sued him for $240 for the chicken coop. He also loaned us 
$700. His father repaired the house, and he sent $400 to a fellow worker by 
the name of Moan. 

I will further say he has a mailing list with 500 names on it, and I wish the 
I. W. W. could get hold of it. 

Chairman Welinder: What was the question? 

Fisher: That was the question. 

Chairman Welinder: Just a minute, I asked Cole. 

Cole (110): I asked him if he had any communication from him. 

Oberman (110): Did any complaint come in about Leheney? 

Fisher: Yes. I presume there were seven men at the meeting and squawking. 
That was in Montana. I can’t say exactly, but there was a squawk on it from 310 
or some other branch of Lumber, Workers from Butte. 

Oberman (110): I should have asked Doyle, but I am going to ask you, did And 
quit on his own accord or did Doyle can him? 

Fisher: We discharged him. 

Oberman (110): According to a communication received you ask him to quit 
and he didn’t? 

Fisher: He wouldn’t quit, and I will state he was discharged. He also gave labels | 
out for the opposition. I swear that nobody can get hold of them excent the manager — 
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I never gave it to the opposition, but I saw the seal and label on it. The constitu- 
tion states the general administration only has control over it. 

Oberman (110): While you were in office did you have any at any time? 

Fisher: I stated yesterday, no. 

Jordan (110): Have you any more communications pertaining to this contro- 
versy that came in from the field or elsewhere? 

Fisher: I have a few resolutions that were printed in the bulletins. 

Jordan (110): Have you any from Cantwell? 

Fisher: I can’t tell you exactly. You see, I think there was a telegram came 
from Cantwell which said, ‘Hold the fort, we are coming to run him out.’”? That 
telegram disappeared. I know I saw it. I showed it to several men around, but 
that telegram disappeared. 

I also have a letter here from Bob Connellan. It is just a short letter and it is 
somewhere here. 

I say, this controversy was enough to make a man cuckoo. It was too much of 
a strain on the men to overlook. everything. One bunch said, “‘Get out or we will 
run you out,” and the other bunch said, “Stay in.” No human can stand that. 

Jordan (110): I would like to ask you if you are willing to stand up for all 
your actions since you have been in office? 

Fisher: I will state this, I never compromise. I stand on it or fall down. Even 
if you expel me, IJ tell you I will still remain your friend. This is going to disappear 
if you don’t take a positive stand here, remember that. Perhaps I will no longer be 
a member. It is up to you to determine whether Fisher or Griffith are guilty, and if 
you live up to the I. W. W. that is what you must determine. I never compromise, 
i never apologize, I stand on my policy while in office. 

Jordan (110): Did you stand the “acid test’? while in office? 

Fisher: Why certainly, I am here as strong as ever. 

Jordan (110): You believe also that all members should stand the “acid test” 
when they become members? 

Fisher: Why certainly. 

Chairman Welinder: What do you mean by the “acid test’? 

Fisher: When a man joins the organization he changes his life, he tries to 
establish a better society, it sure is a test, the biggest in the world. 

Jordan (110): Did you ever violate the principles of the Industrial Workers of 
the World? 

Fisher: J never did. 

Jordan (110): Did you at any time since you became a member of the I. W. W. 
ever take the witness stand in any court room testifying against other members 
of the I. W. W.? 

Fisher: I never did, and I never will. We testify in their behalf, but not 
against them. 

Jordan (110): Do you believe all the affairs of the organization should be 
settled by the I. W. W. either at a convention or by the membership? 

Fisher: Why certainly. Nobody except the organization, the membership or 
the convention. The convention should settle this, and they should go into the field 
and say what they did, tell the membership. 

Jordan (110): Do you know this man J. A. Griffith? 

Fisher: I only know him since last year when he was a delegate. 

Jordan (110): Did he run on the ballot as general organizer? 

Fisher: Yes. 

Jordan (110): Was he elected? 

Fisher: No. 

Jordan (110): Did he also run as G, E. B. member? 

Fisher: He was elected, but the new plan knocked him out. 

Jordan (110): Did MeMurphy run for general secretary-treasurer? 

Fisher: Yes. 
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Jordan (110): Was he elected? 

Fisher: No, he was defeated. Both McMurphy and Griffith ran for office, one for 
general organizer and the other for general secretary-treasurer, but both were de- 
feated by the membership. 

Chairman Welinder: We are wasting a lot of time. Everyone must know who 
ran and who was elected. 

Jordan (110): Fellow Worker Chairman, you are well aware of the fact that 
the members in the field don’t know everything that is going on at all times. 

Chairman Welinder: They should know who is the general organizer. 

Jordan (110): As far as I am concerned, I would be willing to waive all my 
questions and let Fisher and Griffith and the rest of them go. 

Chairman Welinder: Go ahead, if you think it is wise. 

Jordan (110): I am through. 

Fisher (110): Fellow. Worker Fisher, can you state the date when the first 
telegram, letter or bulletin was sent out accusing some officials of the J. W. W. of 
being gunmen and hijacks? 

Fisher: Fellow Worker, I can’t give you the telegrams as they are in the pos 
session of Doyle, but according to testimony given in court on the 13th of July before 
they met telegrams were sent into the field by the G. E. B. 

Fisher (110): Who sent the telegrams? 

Fisher: I saw the telegram. It was signed by Bowerman, Trotter, Ryan and 
Anderson. All signed the telegram. There was a bill for these telegrams. We only 
got a copy of this telegram from the Western Union. They wouldn’t give us the 
original, but after the telegrams were sent there was a bill for $324. 

Fisher (110): Before you were asked a question, but the answer was not satis- 
factory to me. Did you ever cause to be published anywhere in the bulletin, or allow 
to be published, an article accusing any of the officials of the I. W. W. of being 
gunmen and hijacks? 

Fisher: No. Nothing ever appeared in these bulletins accusing anyone of being 
a gunman or hijack. If there ever was anything in there I never put it in there, 
neither did Doyle. 

Fisher (110): Do you think the accusation of these officials as being gunmen 
and hijacks could be used against the I. W. W.? 

Fisher: It certainly could. I presume they use it in California, as they can’t 
deny it. It is signed by the General Executive Board, that is signed by the sup- 
posed Board as they classify themselves. I am not guilty of that crime at all in 
any court. 

Fisher (110): In this bulletin of August 1st called the General Office Bulletin, it 
mentions a fight on the street. Would you consider that the same thing as accusing 
a man of being a gunman and a hijack? 

Fisher: No. 


Fisher (110): On what date did you first order the ballot making the conven- 
tion a constitutional convention? 


Fisher: On the second of August. It went out on the 5th of August. 


Fisher (110): You never took out an injunction against the I. W. W.? 
Fisher: No. 


Fisher (110): What do you think of the injunction? 


Fisher: i maintain that the injunction is a compromising with the master class to 
go to the courts. It has been the policy since I have been a member of the I. W. 
W. that nothing could be settled in regard to the organization in the courts Of 
oe we os there to defend our members, but that is another thing. If the LW. 
E ‘ - into i e courts at any time to decide a question, right there they deny the 
undamental principle when you say these two classes shall have nothing in common. 


You violate them when you ask : 
thing in common. ‘ them for help. Right there you say you have some 


Fisher (110): If Rowan and the rest would have chased you out of the build- — 
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ing or would have requested you to leave, if you left would you have turned around 
and gotten an injunction against Rowan and the rest? 

Fisher: I would not. I would go to the field and tell the members what was 
wrong. 

Hanson (110): On page 16 of the constitution, Section B, it says: “All organizers 
shall at all times work under the instruction of the Chairman of the General Execu- 
tive Board.” No, it is the other paragraph, “The General Executive Board shall not 
appoint nor cause to be appointed any delegate or organizer without first notifying 
the union (if any), where the organizer or delegate is about to operate.” 

When you appointed these organizers in question to organize among the textile 
workers in the East, did you notify these unions? 

Fisher: These were under the jurisdiction of the Board, but I was responsible 
to the Board as supervisor. I notified all sections. : 

Hanson (110): Is it constitutional or is it the custom of the I. W. W. to say any- 
thing about notifying all parts of the organization whenever you send out an organ- 
izer? 

Fisher: No, it was my duty to see that this organization work is carried on. 

Hanson (110): Don’t you think it was a little out of the way to say the least, 
going out of their province for these members of these other I. U.’s in parts of 
the country to be so inquisitive about these organizers? 

Fisher: Certainly. Somebody put it to them merely to have discord and disrup- 
tion in the I. W. W. 

Hanson (110): In regard to the constitution, you claim the constitution as con- 
structed today cannot be lived up to entirely by any official? 

Fisher: I will state it is positively impossible. 

Hanson (110): Have you in times past attempted to revise this constitution 
in such a way that it could be lived up to? 

Fisher: The constitution was revised, and we had to organize the workers as 
the conditions confronted us. 

Hanson (110): Then you lived up to the constitution? 

Fisher: I lived up to it to the best of my ability, but first I consider the 
principle. We are duty-bound to the organization. 

Hanson: Then you think it is constitutional to protect the I. W. W.? 

Fisher: The constitution is merely the formula, it is not positive, iron-bound. 
You can’t do it. I would like to see any human prove it conclusively. They never 
live up to the constitution. They can’t do it. It is a contradiction in itself. If you 
live up to one part you violate another. 

Hanson (110): You don’t consider the I. W. W. as an organization to merely 
uphold the constitution? 

Fisher: I will state that the I. W. W. has drifted in such a position that the 
workers’ minds are in such a state that they see the I. W. W.’s constitution as the 
fundamental principle. I say it is not. We have only one principle as laid down 
here on the first page. That is the principle. It must be lived up to at all times. 

Chairman Welinder: Now wouldn’t it be possible for you fellow workers to 
confine yourselves to the controversy. 

Gray (110): How many calls did you receive from the East in regard to 
sending an organizer to the textile industry? 

Fisher: There was a call sent in from the Paterson Branch that an organizer 
Should be sent, and we also received letters from individual members. Fellow 
Worker Miller from Providence wrote that something must be done, as the textile 
workers were facing strife. 

Gray (110): They insisted or demanded that an organizer go East. At the 
time how many capable men were there in Chicago you could have sent? 

Fisher: Well, it seems to me I asked one man, and he wouldn’t go. Then there 
were none, in my opinion, who could go and carry on the work and explain what 
the I. W. W. is and what we aim to do. There were lots of men who called 
themselves organizers. 
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Gray (110): I asked you if there were any around Chicago? 


Fisher: There were none. 

Gray (110): You took a chance on Leheney because there was no one else? 
Fisher: Perhaps he has faults as well as anybody else. 

Gray (110): Who started this propaganda against Leheney? 

Fisher: It was started right in the main office. They had a confab there every 


dinnertime. 

Gray (110): The workers also put out propaganda? 

Fisher: I can’t tell you. 

Gray (110): The main office has vouchers from Leheney? 

Fisher: We have vouchers for everything. 

Gray (110): Whenever you needed a lead pencil did you go to a branch meeting 
to ask permission to buy one? 

Fisher: No. 

Gray (110): Then you are not following the policy of the Industrial Workers 
of the World. We ought to have charges preferred against him. 

Chairman Welinder: Go ahead and ask questions. 

Broman (120): I understand that you were the general organizer and chairman 
of the G. E. B. and you were supposed to see that the constitution was not violated 
by anybody. Is that right? 

Fisher: Yes. 

Broman (120): Who sent Leheney, and who hired him as an organizer? 

Fisher: I did. 

Broman (120): Did the G. E. B. instruct you to hire an organizer to go East? 

Fisher: It is a duty of mine to see that the organization work is carried on. I 
didn’t have to ask anyone, it was my duty. 

Broman (120): I am not asking you if it was your duty, but I asked if anybody 
told you to hire him. 

Chairman Welinder: Who told you to hire him? 

Fisher: Never mind, Fellow Worker Broman is able to ask his own questions. 
I told him no. 

Broman (120): You said no, it is not necessary to ask the G. E. B. at all? 

Fisher: Ask questions, don’t beat around the bush. 

Broman (120): Listen, I asked you a question, I wasn’t beating around the 
bush. Why don’t you answer them straight? 

Fisher: I told you no. 

Broman (120): I know what your duty is without being told. Your duty is to 
do as you are told by the G. E. B. 

Fisher: That is your opinion. 

Broman (120): Did you consider the ballot fraud in 510 an organization matter? 

Fisher: Why, certainly, it is an expression of the I. W. W. 

Broman (120): Then why did you try to investigate this thing on your own 
hook? ; 

Fisher: What do you mean, my own hook? 

Broman (120): I mean exactly what I said. You took the investigation of this 
ballot fraud upon yourself, you didn’t consult the G. E. B. 

Fisher: I took it on the organization’s hook. 

Broman (120): You took it as upon yourself as your duty. You didn’t consult 
the G. E. B. at all. 

Fisher: It was not necessary to consult them. 

Broman (120): What was the order you read to the five G. E. B. members? 

Fisher: Suspension. 


Broman (120): If I remember correctly, yesterday you read some kind of an 
order in regard to disbanding. 
Fisher: I wrote in the motion that they had violated the ruling of the conven- 


tion and some fundamental principle, and that they were the same as suspended 
from this convention. 
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Broman (120): In reading this did you order them out? 

Fisher: I didn’t order them out. 

Broman (120): A little while ago, if I understood it correctly, a question was 
asked by Fisher and you said that a telegram calling officials of the I. W. W. hijacks 
and gunmen was sent out on July 13th. 

Fisher: I told you that a telegram was sent. Harry Trotter can verify that that — 
was the first telegram, and you know he testified so in the Master in Chancery’s office. 
I sent it out on the 29th. 

Broman (120): I thought you made a mistake. 

Fisher: I answered his question in regard to the G. E. B. 

Broman (120): It was a misunderstanding on my part. Why did you refuse 
to call a G. E. B. meeting when asked by the Board members? ° 

Fisher: Idid not refuse. I issued ballots, whereas they refused when I complied. 

Broman (120): I mean, instead of issuing ballots why didn’t you call a meeting? 
I want to know if you had any reason for not calling one. 

Fisher: The reason given in the March bulletin was sufficient, there was nothing 
important to do. 

Broman (120): You didn’t consider anything before the Board important? 

Fisher: No. 

Murray (120): Fellow Worker Fisher, when you were investigating the cre- 
dential ballots, how many fellow workers were involved in this ballot? 

Fisher: I think it was in the bulletin. The names were in the June bulletin. 
You will find them on page 26. 

... Fisher read from page 26 of the June bulletin. . 

Fisher: I will tell you,-some were investigated. I couldn’t get connected with 
Paulson, Bell or J. Hendrickson. Gibson was on the sea. I was supposed to locate 
him in China. 

Murray (120): As an investigating committee of this ballot, you were self- 
appointed? 

Fisher: I was not self-appointed. Grady stated he approved of my going, but 
[ said nothing. Rumbaugh was there and he can verify that. 

Murray (120): You didn’t call a.G. E. B. meeting to see if you could go? 

Fisher: The Ballot Committee requested me to go. They have no instructions to 
give me. It was my duty to go. 

Murray (120): Were there any G. E. B. members around at that time? 

Fisher. Why, certainly. There were Vangsness, Linn and Harry Trotter. 

Murray (120): Did you consult any of them? 

Fisher: I was hurried. I didn’t want to go myself. 

Murray (120): According to that, Fellow Worker Fisher, you took the Ballot 
Committee’s verdict and overruled the G. E. B.? 

Fisher: I told you already it was my duty between sessions and in emergencies. 
Furthermore it was my duty to do so as a representative of the I. W. W. general 
convention and between sessions, G. E. B. sessions. 

Murray (120): In your report to the Ballot Committee you just mentioned 
one person. 

Fisher: That is what I told you. I also stated that some of the other fellow 
workers were to be investigated further. I couldn’t stay three or four months, The 
finances were not there. Perhaps my duty was to stay in the field all year around. 

Murray (120): Did you take any of the ballots from the main office? 

Fisher: Certainly, I did. I brought them back again. 

Murray (120): About how many? 

Fisher: Perhaps 50 or 60 from different delegates. 

Murray (120): Did you try to stop the 510 ballots from going into the field? 

Fisher: What ballots do you refer to? 

Murray (120): I mean the ballots pertaining to the initiation fee and dues. 


Fisher: I told you a dozen times we have no way to find out. We lack that. 


111 


If we had a system we would know exactly what happened, and I could have acted 
“> ee _ You stated yesterday here on the floor that all those industrial 
unions except 210-220 didn’t have representatives on July 1st in the G. E. B. 

Fisher: I stated that, and will state that perhaps in the future. In the May 
meeting and the March they were in the box. 

Grad (120): Were they represented july 29th? 

Fisher: Not in the G. E. B. 

Oates (210-220): When the five members of the G. E. B. answered the call, 
did you try to get Fellow Worker Gibson in Denver and explain the reason why 
the meeting was called? 

Fisher: I did not write him. Perhaps if I had written him I would have. I sent 
him the ballots as requested by the G. E. B., and I sent the same letter with the 
ballots that were sent to others, and told him to please return the ballots to the 
office. ; 
Oates (210-220): You didn’t know when you sent those ballots that the G. E. 
B. had preferred charges against you, or were going to prefer charges against you? 

Fisher: How could I know that. I can’t understand if they had charges why 
they didn’t come to me and tell me about them. I didn’t know anything about that, 

Oates (210-220): In that bulletin that I gave you yesterday didn’t it say 
something about charges made against you? 

Fisher: It was after they held that session on the 15th, 16th and 17th. 

Oates (210-220): I think I heard you say that the matter of the ballots of 
510 was strictly an industrial union proposition. 

Fisher: I said, “general organization proposition.” If there is a confliction it is 
up to the delegates or the members to decide. I have not violated anything, but 
the members have. 

‘Oates (210-220): Did you do anything to recall those ballots? 

Fisher: Why, no. 

Oates (210-220): Don’t you think it was your duty as General Organizer and 
as Chairman to call them in and call them null and void? 

Fisher: Perhaps I should have done that. 

Oates (210-220): There is a clause here in the Constitution which says, ‘The 
General Executive Board shall have general supervision over all affairs of the 
organization between conventions and shall watch vigilantly over the interests 
throughout its jurisdiction.” 

Don’t you think that the least you could have done was demand that 510 recall 
those ballots for $5 initiations and $1 dues? 

Fisher: If you want it that way, perhaps I should have. That question has 
been answered many times. Did I violate the principle, or did I violate the con- 
stitution? 

Oates (210-220): Then you agree you did violate the constitution? 

Fisher: I agree with no such thing. 

Oates (210-220): I heard a lot about this Blossom matter. Is the prefix 
“Doctor” put on for effect or what? 

Fisher: It was not put on. He classified himself as a doctor. In his corre- 
spondence to the I. W. W. he put down “Dr.” and in my interpretation that means 
doctor. 

Oates (210-220): That seems strange to me. In any communication I re 
ceived from him he never put down any “Dr.” I just wanted to ask that question 
to find out whether he put on “Dr.” for effect. 

Fisher: He was a doctor when he was on the Birth Control movement. Every 
communication was signed “Dr. Frederick A. Blossom.” 

Chairman Welinder: He is a doctor of economics. 

Leonard (310): You started with me yesterday because Erwin wasn’t here. 

Erwin (230): You stated yesterday that you heard rumors that 510 had stated 
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they were going to have $5 initiation. Did you hear any rumors from the Pacific 
Coast? 

Fisher: I heard some rumors perhaps from 110 or members around Chicago, but 
I never took them seriously. 

Erwin (230): Then it wasn’t a rumor from 510 members? 

Fisher: I never said anything to that effect. 

Erwin (230): You said in regard to, that Ballot Committee a motion was made 
and seconded that a copy be made and filed. Was that done? 

Fisher: No. 

Erwin (230): Here it says, “Moved and seconded that everyone’s report be 
placed in the hands of the G. E. B. and we demand that proper action be taken 
immediately against the other parties.” 

You handled that yourself, and the other members of the G. E. B. took no part 
in that investigation? 

Fisher: You did more investigating than I. I never even looked at those 
reports. 

Erwin (230): You stated you didn’t consult them in regard to going east? 

Fisher: No. 

Erwin (230): Did you read the statement from the Ballot Committee? 

Fisher: What is the statement? 

Erwin (230): ‘‘We, the undersigned, members of the Ballot Committee, state 
we did not instruct Joe Fisher to investigate the phoney ballots that were sent in 
by 510. There was a motion made and carried that we instructed the General 
Executive Board to investigate the ballots.” That was signed by Arthur Wood, I. U. 
120 and Spud Reilly. 

Fisher: J only can say bring them here. 

Erwin (280): Is Arthur Wood in town? 

Fisher: I don’t know. Bring him here. I’ll bet he will deny he ever wrote that. 

Erwin (230): You stated yesterday that you approved of the ousting of the 
officials by the rank and file. Do you think that is a better system of settling 
questions in the organization than by appealing to the members? 

Fisher: I don’t want to put this into the records at all. I will leave it to your 
jown judgment what you would do. 

Erwin (230): Then you stand by the statement, you approve of using those 
tactics in preference to a referendum.and letting the membership decide? 

Fisher: What are you talking about? I say, yes. If I would help, as a member 
of the I. W. W., I must protect the principle. 

Chairman Welinder: Those are all the questions. You now have some time for 
your closing argument. 

Fisher: Fellow Worker Chairman and Delegates: You fellow workers asked a 
lot of questions, but I know you never came to the real point. The I. W. W. since 
1905 and 1908 was an economic organization. In 1917 and 1918 we drifted com- 
pletely from the economic field to the industrial field, and now from the industrial 
we drifted away to the legal. What is the result today? There is nobody to blame 
but us. If we don’t change, pursue and adopt other tactics and measures, we will 
never get anywhere. 

We are assuming we are something which is not true, and when you go out 
before the workers, how are you going to defend your position? When you stand 
on the box and tell them to join the I. W. W., they are going to ask you, ‘What 
are we going to get out of it?” 

I never dreamt that such a thing could occur, not in a revolutionary industrial 
organization, that any one would appeal to the master class. Every man who 
joins the organization knows the difference between right and wrong. 

“Rank and file Democracy” is only a phrase. It is a phrase used as a bait for going 
fishing for carps when you are hungry. I would ask every one of you if you would 
have democracy, and I say you wouldn’t. Democracy is a phrase. It is used for 


113 


It is a class education in the proper form, but we give it poor 


the ignorant. 


ropaganda. : ie . 
° fey the book is not fit to put out to the I. W. W. It is a confliction with the 


fundamental principle. We must come down to the point and organize and build up 
the organization. We have the right principle, but we don’t understand. It is up to 
us to see that we understand. It is up to us to see that every man learns. If we 
neglect it we must pay the penalty, but we squawk GUNG 1S ourselves. 

The Leavenworth question was also a part of this controversy. The various 
people have different psychology for those who are starving. They did it them. 
selves for what they know as the ‘‘Preamble,” but in Leavenworth they say they 
Sacrificed, and when they came out they were put on pedestals. 

I did my part for the I. W. W. I sacrificed for my duty. The I. W. W. must get 
down to the base and study the different opinions. I say the I. W. W. is nothing 
more nor less than a labor organization with revolutionary aims. We want to get 
complete monopoly of the jobs. If I say I don’t understand the I. W. W. I have no 
business in it. That is why I am going on and organize them, and I am willing 
&0 leave it to your judgment whether or not you are going to expel me. I leave it 
to you. You have all the evidence here. I won’t plead for merey. I remember you 
people as my friends, and if you expel me right on this floor I will say, ‘Thank you,” 
if I violated anything. If not, I demand a real exoneration throughout the papers, 
reinstatement in office, and I will resign immediately. I will resign immediately 
after I am reinstated to show the membership I am not guilty. 

It is only your duty as members of the organization to do that, and I thank you 
for it. 

Chairman Welinder: Are you finished? 

Fisher: I am done. 


J. A. GRIFFITH 


Saturday Morning Session, November 1st 


Chairman Welinder: Griffith will be the next man on the floor. If you care 
to make any statements you have a half an hour to talk. Do you want to know the 
charges? The charges will be read. 

. . . The charges were read... . 

Cole (110): I want to raise a point of order. You asked the committee to 
state their position on the floor. 

Chairman Welinder: I read the charges pending against them. 

Cole (110): There is nothing proven here. 

Chairman Welinder: Read the balance of the charges. 

-.. The balance of the charges was read, also the charge against Griffith alone. .. 

Chairman Welinder: Those were the charges. 

Griffith: The only information I want to get is are the last charges against 
myself alone or in conjunction with the others? 

Chairman Welinder: The first are against yourself and the others, the last, 
are against yourself alone. 

Griffith: Fellow Worker Chairman and Delegates: This may be the last time 
that I have an opportunity to say that, and I want to make one statement to you 
conclusively. I signed the statement that I recognize this convention as a convention 
of the 1. W. W. I realize today thay some perhaps, of whom I am well aware, have 
tried to prove it is not a convention of the I. W. W. I want to state to you that I 
bow down to the decision of this convention. I don’t want.a referendum. If I am 
guilty of violating the principles of the I. W. W., expel me, but I want no referendum 
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on the subject. I state right here, I want you to decide if I am expelled, and if I 
am, expel me now. I don’t want it to go out on a ballot, but if you feel it must 
I don’t want to be on the ballot with the rest of them. 

In Spokane they are backing up one faction, consequently if my name is with 
a particular group they would be forced to vote for me. I don’t want that. That 
is the only request I have to make. I wish you would grant that part at least. I 
don’t want a referendum. If I am guilty, expel me. I want nothing of my past 
activities in this organization to count. It would be the same if you broke the iaws, 
no matter how well you have lived up to them, you must be punished. Punish me, 
I want no sympathy, I don’t need it. I never gave any sympathy, so why should i 
ask for any. 

That is all I wish to say on those particular charges. I will do my best to 
answer all the questions. 

How many of you stop to think what are the particular causes leading up to this 
so-called controversy? None of you seem to get at the real cause. You could go 
about the field for a number of years, you could get motion passed after motion, 
you could clean out headquarters, but why? No one could tell you why. They just 
wanted it cleaned out, that is all. 

Yet today there have been pointed out situations which have been coining for 
a number of years. A certain bunch went to Leavenworth, that is one particular 
cause. Just look back and see whether it is or not. I am not here to criticize anyone, 
and do not care to. I have no animosity against any particular individual whatso- 
ever. When you look at these causes that have been growing gradually, look at 
headquarters, it is not your fault, nor my fault nor the rank and file’s. 

I might say we are hollering out, ‘The rank and file rule.’’ The rank and file 
never did rule at any time, and you know it. The rank and file never ruled, and 
unless you change the constitution, it never will. 

You built up a headquarters here. Why? A good many stated we got it away 
from where we were persecuted. You sure did, and you got it away from the 
membership at the same time. Your particular causes for this are right in your 
constitution. Time after time the conventions come in here and try to patch it up. 
What can they do? Did you ever stop to think if you have a harness that is broken 
or anything do you try to tie string around it? No, you put it in a shop and have 
it fixed. The same applies here. The system you have is the cause of all this, and 
it is your, duty to try to remedy it. 

Now about the injunction. I am well aware of the fact that there is a great deal 
of bitterness and animosity aroused about it. I am also well aware of the fact that 
the other men should be here to defend themselves, but they are not here. Why? 
You know why. At the same time I want to point out to you, that is exactly 
What I am going to be tried for. Do you stop to reason whether my name was on 
the injunction or not, or whether that would make any difference? Do you ever 
stop to think that possibly I might have had an idea and was trying to hold this in 
check? You have only my word for it, but I will point out my action later. It will 
be pointed out to you that my name was on there to secure the funds. I never got 
them nor tried to get them. I tried repeatedly to keep that out of court. Thirty 
days before this convention was called, if F am correct, the injunction was to be 
tried before the Master in Chancery on the 20th of the month. I went down and saw 
the lawyer and informed him that the convention would be in session inside of a month, 
and told him it would be a good idea to postpone it. He said he didn’t know whether 
the other side would or not. I told him I thought the other side would be willing, : 
and he then asked me if I was speaking for the whole G. E. B. I told him I would 
go down and see. Well, I had some difficulty, but they finally agreed the propo- 
sition I put up to them was correct, and it wad postponed until the 20th. 

I was well aware of the fact that two calls were put out for the convention. I 
signed one myself, and if Kapon was here he would tell you himself that these words 
were in the clause in the statement I put out: “The G. E. B. was called into session 
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immediately and wanted a meeting on that.” They made me strike that out, although 
I had put out a number of copies on that. I called for a convention. it was imma- 
terial whether they believe in the position we took or not, as I realized that only 
one convention would be of any benefit to the membership of the I. W. W. 

I was told that was compromising, but I said I did not care whether it was or 
not, but I had to take that out, consequently when this convention came in I stated, 
“Well, it will take them two or three days to get together.” 


“What will be your position?” I was asked. 
“Well,” I said, “what other position can I take than to recognize that convention®” 


You are well aware that I did not sign the statement the first two days for the 
simple reason that there was a group that still kept away from them. I then turned 
around and fired that group myself and came to this convention. You perhaps are 
well aware of what took effect. I was expelled, fired or whatever you may eal! it 
from the G. E. B. 

That is not to be considered in my case whatsoever. Now, I am well aware of 
all this trouble. There is one thing I want to ask the delegates, and that is, that 
the questions be put to me as soon as possible for the simple reason that I do not 
care to stay here any longer than is necessary. If at any time I am not needed in 
that courtroom and it can be arranged that I can leave, I will be glad to do so, 
because I know that you have a great deal of work to do for this organization. 

There is one thing I want to bring to your attention: I know that there is a 
certain element who would like to see this convention break apart. Naturally if it 
did it would place them in a very good position, so I advise you whatever might 
arise, don’t do it. I am saying that in all sincerity, because I realize the membership 
are the ones to be taken into consideration. I am not one who will holler, “The 
rank and file” because it is a great deal like the capitalistic outfit, when they want 
a thing they wave the flag. I am sorry to state, perhaps myself included, that at 
times we holler, “The rank and file,’’ when we are trying to put anything over. I am 
ot doing that on that account. 

Since Ido not care to take up any more of your time, go ahead and ask ques- 
cions. I am here to answer them. 

Chairman Welinder: All right. We will start out with Mann this time. 

Mann (110): When were you called into Chicago? 

Griffith: Fellow Worker Bowerman can give you the specific date. I received 
a telegram which I turned over to the court, but I believe the telegram was dated 
July 2ist, if I am not mistaken. I received that telegram, and then I happened to 
walk into the postoffice there and a letter was handed to me. 

Mann (110): You weren’t here on July 26th? 

Griffith: I don’t think so. 

Mann (110): When a motion was passed by Bowerman and Anderson to notify 
the bank not to honor any more checks signed by Doyle and Fisher, that tied up the 
funds. 

Griffith: That was on the 26th. I wasn’t at the meeting, and I don’t think I 
was here on the 26th. I think I left the Dalles on the 26th, if I am not mistaken. I 
don’t think I was here, and I wasn’t at the meeting, but I knew it was passed by 
looking through the minutes. 


Mann (110): When you came here did you inquire as to the reason why this 
action was taken in tying up the funds, and you presumably were in accord with 
the action taken by the five G. E. B. members, weren’t you? 


Griffith: At that particular time, in answer to your question, Fellow Worker 
Mann, I cannot state I was for the reason that I found out when I arrived that they 
had tied up the funds. I listened to some talk that the printing plant was short of 
money. I walked into Tom’s in the morning, I believe and I asked him whether 
that was a fact. I asked him if they were short of money. I said, “Possibly I can 
go up there and get those fellows to let the printing plant alone.” 
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He informed me that it wouldn’t make any difference, and IL said, “If that is 
the case, there is no use of me bothering.” 

Mann (110): At the time you were sitting on the Board meeting as General 
Organizer or whatever your official capacity was there, did you ever put before the 
Boarll a proposition of recalling Doyle and Fisher by ballot? 

Griffith: No, I never put out a proposition to put out a recall. I explained 
to them that they were strictly out of order in holding any meeting after the first 
expulsion. 

Mann (110): Fellow Worker Griffith, I would like to have you explain the 
article in the August Bulletin under the heading of “Field Rallies to G. E. B.” put out 
from Box 1125, Chicago, Illinois. This article is signed by you, Charles Anderson 
and Trotter, a statement to the membership of the I. W. W. on the injunction. In 
this statement you justified the injunction on the following grounds: that the funds 
must be tied up because they are not safe with Doyle, Fisher and) James Morris. 
Will you explain that? It is on page 13. 

Griffith: The 13th seems to be an unlucky day. I signed that statement not 
perhaps with the intention that you may think. I was under the impression that the 
way the thing was at that particular time it wouldn’t be well for either side to have 
the funds. I will also state in regard to the injunction that I hadn’t the slightest 
idea it would develop into anything like this. In tying up the funds at that time I 
thought the membership would take some action to relieve it. 

Mann (110): Were you in the building on July 29th? 

Griffith: I happened to be up there. 

Mann (110): In another article signed by you and Bowerman it says in the 
article entitled, “Gunmen Raid Headquarters” the following, I will read this part and 
I want you to tell me all about it: “The board met as usual on the above-mentioned 
date and were taking up the regular business before them. At eleven a. m. J. Fisher, 
who had previously been removed, entered the room accompanied by thirty armed 
gangsters., He read from a piece of yellow paper that he and two others had held 
a meeting and decided to suspend us from the Industrial Workers of the World. 
Then the sluggers began to beat us with their blackjacks, while at least seven kept 
the floor covered with guns.” 

Just tell us how Fisher came up and instructed these fellows to beat you fel- 
lows uv. 

Griffith: Fellow Worker Mann, in regard to that question I have never stated 
at any time that I saw anyone beaten up. I haven’t stated at any time, neither have 
[at any time called anyone a gunman. 

In regard to my name being signed to that, that is in the minutes, is it not? My 
name is merely signed to it as it is in the minutes. That does not signify that I 
said that, and I informed them in the lawyer’s office that I do not know anything 
about that, and I protested about signing anything to that effect. They stated, 
“You are only signing it as a matter of form.” As far as seeing them, I did not 
see them. 

Mann (110): Were you at the meeting when the Executive Board was ejected 
from the room? 

Griffith: I was not. 

Mann (110): This is not the minutes. This is a statement signed by J. A. 
Griffith, Organizer. I am not talking of minutes; I am talking about a statement. 

Griffith: They put that in as a statement. I will explain it to you. We passed 
a motion one time that Fellow Worker Ebert and others put out the bulletin without 
anyone supervising it. I objected to it. I have one here for the same thing. I don’t 
know anything about that, consequently there was one particular statement, and 
that might have been the statement. I am not positive about that. I asked him to 
return the statement, but he said he destroyed it. I told him he had no right to 
destroy it. I told him I wanted to see that any statement I signed was correct. 
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I will state emphatically that they are well aware I stated before the committee 
and before their lawyer that I signed that injunction over protest. : 

Mann (110): In the same article you appeal to the membership for funds in 
this way: ‘In closing we wish to state that the General Organizer is now in Chicago 
and will proceed with his duties. All mail should be addressed to J. A. Griffith, 
2117 Warren Ave., Chicago, Ilinois. The General Executive Board is in need of 
funds. There is much to be done and little of a financial nature to do it with.” 

You appealed to the membership for funds to further the injunction, didn’t you? 

Griffith: That wasn’t my idea. 

Cole (110): You spoke about the convention breaking up, and that those who 
have their names on the injunction and who are in the court at the present time 
have the best of the argument. Could you explain that further? 

Griffith: I didn’t mean that they would have the best of it, I meant to state 
if your convention split apart it would give them a good deal of leeway. That is 
what I tried to convey. Is that satisfactory? 

Cole (110): One more question: When you came into town, after you re- 
ceived the telegram and came here to the city, did you come to general head- 
quarters at 1001 West Madison Street to find out the causes of calling you here, 
and why there was so much argument: pro and con about the Executive Board mem- 
bers? 

Griffith: I did. When I came in it was about two days before I went up. They 
asked me twice to go to a meeting, but I told them I would not and did not intend 
to. I went around and tried my best to find out the causes, and while I was well 
aware of the fact that there was a great deal of animosity on both sides, I could 
see that myself, and after they were put out of the building, I took the position, 
whether rightly or wrongly, whether I have erred or not, that is for you to decide. 
I grant they had a right to be suspended as G. E. B. members, which I admitted 
myself. I told them that holding a meeting without a General Organizer was strictly 
out of order. Why I took the position then that the G. E. B. was correct is for 
you to decide whether my position was right or not. 

Oberman (110): According to your statement just now, when you went into 
session with the rest of the G. E. B. did you pass a motion to remove Doyle and 
Fisher? 

Griffith: That motion had already been passed. 

Oberman (110): When you took over the position as General Organizer, did 
you take 520 and 440 out of the box then? 

Griffith: No, and I can’t recall that any motion was passed to that effect. 
You have all the minutes. I believe the G. E. B. took the position that the other 
faction was illegal, but that is for you to decide. 

Oberman (110): Did 440 and 520 cooperate with you? 

Griffith: Yes, they did. 

Oberman (110): Were Grady, Raddock and Bowerman at your office? 

Griffith: Then they were. 

Oberman (110): Was Grady’s office over there? 

Griffith: Grady’s office was on Madison Street at one time. 

Oberman (110): I mean after this thing was taken out of 1001 West Madison 


Street Grady made his headquarters at 118 Washington Avenue. 
Griffith: Yes. 


Oberman (110): Do you believe in the rank and file rule or don’t you? 
Griffith: I certainly do. 


Oberman (110): According to your statement you don’t. This is what I mean: 
the rank and file does not rule. 


Griffith: I said they have not. 


» Oberman (110): You didn’t appeal to the rank and file in the case of the 
injunction. 
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Griffith: First I stated, ““‘Why not take it to the field, which is the proper place. 
Why not send telegrams and notices out and tell them to come in?” If you will 
read my own statement you will see that I asked the rank and file to come in. My 
own statement says, I believe, it all belongs to them absolutely, and they should 
come in and settle it themselves. I at no time did not want the rank and file to 
éome in. 

In regard to telegrams, there were very few telegrams that I sent that were 
signed by myself. I told Rowan, I don’t like to make these statements because he 
is not here to defend himself, but I will answer that this way, for the simple 
reason that I wanted the rank and file to come in, so he said, “We will get a 
responsible committee.” 

I said, ‘‘Who the dickens is responsible?’’ 

Oberman (110): Did you say if you had not put your name on the injunction 
it would have been called anyway? 

Griffith: I believe there would have been some way to get around it. 

Oberman (110): Did you make any protest at any time to not have your name 
on the injunction? 

Griffith: In the lawyer’s office that thing was drawn up in a hurry, and they 
handed us over a page at a time. I told them I didn’t like to sign that. I said there 
were thing's in there that I didn’t know anything about. He said it was only a matter 
of form. I said, ‘Supposing I will have to take oath on that?” 

He said, ““‘We will protect you.” 

I told him I would sign it at that time, but made the statement that I hadn’t 
seen those things. 

Oberman (110): According to your statement to one of the fellow workers 
you said you signed your name to that injunction in order that the money would 
not go to either side. 

Griffith: Of course, the injunction reads the funds are to be turned over to 
McMurphy and me. 

Oberman (110): At the same time I understand you did not know what you 
were signing. 

Griffith: I was pretty well aware of what I was signing. 

Oberman (110): I want it specifically. You stated a minute ago you did not 
know, and now you claim you did know. 

Griffith: I knew what the words were, but I did not care to receive the money, 
and I thought it was better for the money to be tied up until some member could 
take charge of it. 

Oberman (110): Did anybody ever call you to come up here and take this 
convention when it first started? 

Griffith: I was served with a notice, I believe. 

Oberman (110): What did you do when I tried to show it to you? 

Griffith: I did not sign it at that particular time. 

Oberman (110): You didn’t want to sign it at all at that time either. 

Griffith: No. 

Oberman (110): Did you have any gun in your possession at any time during 
this controversy? 

Griffith: Will you name what particular time? 


Oberman (110): Well, about a week before the convention? 
Griffith: No, I did not. I may have had one about a week before. 
Oberman (110): You had a gun? 

Griffith: I had, but I haven’t any now. 


Jordan (110): Where did you first make your headquarters when you became 
the so-called General Organizer? 


Griffith: I can’t recall the number. It is on Madison Street. 
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You said all funds should be sent to J. A. Griffith, 2117 Warren 


Jordan (110): 


Avenue. ; : 
Griffith: That was an address they used at that particular time. I wouldn't 


call that headquarters. They were trying to get a mail box at that time. 

Jordan (110): Did you receive any communications pertaining to the affairs 
of the organization at that address? 

Griffith: I might have. 

Jordan (110): Is that an office building? 

Griffith: No. 

Jordan (110): Just how is it located? 

Griffith: It is a private home. 

Jordan (110): Who lives there? 

Griffith: John Grady. 

Jordan (110): That was your headquarters when you moved out? 

Griffith: No, I wouldn’t say it was. 

Jordan (110): Did you have any headquarters on Madison Street? 

Griffith: Yes. 

Jordan (110): Why didn’t you have your mail come there? 

Griffith: Simply because they were trying to get a box and in the interval we 
used that address. 

Jordan (110): Did the rest of the members of the G. E. B. receive their mail 
there also? 

Griffith: I think so. 

Jordan (110): You made a statement that there was a certain element who 
would like to see this convention break apart: Do you know that to be a fact? 

Griffith: I do not say this element is in this convention. I stated that I thought 
from what I know of the other point of view they might like to see the convention 
break up. 

Jordan (110): You don’t know whether they would or not? 

Griffith: I am not a mind reader, but depend upon their actions, 

Jordan (110): You stated when the harness is broken you go to the shop and 
get it fixed up. What do you mean by harness? Do you mean that solidarity is 
split up? 

Griffith: I was speaking on that question in regard to the constitution. I stated 
that convention after convention had patched it up. That is my opinion. I used 
“harness” as a parable because I am more familiar with a harness than with anything 
else. If you break a harness in the field you usually go and have it fixed up 
securely. 

Jordan (110): You are sure you didn’t mean the master court? 

Griffith: No, not at all. . : 

Jordan (110): You also stated the rank and file don’t rule. 

Griffith: In my opinion, they don’t. 

Jordan (110): Do you ever expect to see them rule? 

Griffith: Yes. 

Jordan (110): You made a statement that the statement published with your 
name on it is incorrect in regard to seeing these things. 

Griffith: Yes. 

Jordan: You never saw them use guns or saps? 

Griffith: I never stated that I did. 


Jordan (110): There are quite a lot of other leaflets and literature about 
the country, they are also incorrect? 


Griffith: If it states that I have seen certain things, it is absolutely incorrect. 


If I were at a meeting and you passed anything around, supposing I were chairman, 
I would sign it. 


Jordan (110): In other words, you would sign anything self-serving. 
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Griffith: I would sign anything in the meeting, but I didn’t see these things. 

Jordan (110): Did you ever violate the principles of the I. W. W.? 

Griffith: To the best of my knowledge I have not. 

Jordan (110): Did you violate the principles of the I. W. W. when you signed 
your name to that injunction? 

Griffith: I might state that there were innumerable members up there who 
backed up the position of the G. E. B. Now, it is for the convention to decide 
whether I have or not. If the convention decides I have, go ahead and expel me. 
As I stated before, I don’t want this on a referendum ballot. 

Jordan (110): You don’t know whether you did. 

Griffith: I don’t think I did. 

Jordan (110): You believe then as an official of the General Executive Board 
you had a perfect right to sign that injunction and take the affairs of the I. W. W. into 
the capitalistic court? 

Griffith: No, I won’t qualify particularly on that, but I might say under certain 
conditions if you saw a certain thing might occur, if you thought it for the best 
interest of the I. W. W. to tie up the funds, you might. 

Jordan (110): The injunction said that the funds should be turned over to 
McMurphy and you. 

Griffith: I am aware of that. 

Jordan (110): You also stated you were trying to get one convention and all 
meet together, and you said that somebody told you that would be a compromise. 

Griffith: I stated that that clause was stricken out. They voted to strike it out. 
The minutes show that. 

Jordan (110): Did that motion carry? 

Griffith: Yes. . : 

Jordan (110): Who made that motion to strike out that clause? 

Griffith: I will find it in a minute if I can. I can’t find that in the minutes, 
but I believe Rowan did. 

Chairman Welinder: Jordan, you have only two minutes left. 

Jordan (110): You say I have only two minutes left? 

Chairman Welinder: Yes. 

Jordan (110): Well, I would like to have the minutes read on the floor after 
lunch. That is one of my last questions. 

. The meeting adjourned at twelve-thirty o’clock. . . 


Saturday Afternoon Session, November Ist 


The meeting was called to order at two o’clock p. m. by Chairman P. J. Welinder. 
Chairman Welinder: ‘The convention will now come to order. The roll call of 
delegates is first. 
. All the delegates were present except Gray... 
Chairman Welinder: Fellow Worker Griffith will now conclude his reply to 
Fellow Worker Jordan. 
Jordan (110): I would like to have the minutes of all of the sessions of the 
G. E. B. of which you were a member read to this body. 
Griffith. Will you read them? 
Jordan (110): Cole is the reading clerk. 
. Cole reads the minutes of the various meetings. . . 
Fisher (110): Who suggested the injunction first? In whose brilliant mind did 
the idea of an injunction originate? 
Griffith: That is a hard question to answer because I can not state positively 
who it was. 

Fisher (110): Could you shed some light as to who the party was who originated 
the idea of getting an injunction? 
Griffith: No, I can not. : 
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Fisher (110): Did you have a treasurer over there, and did anybody act as a 
treasurer over all the funds that you had or collected? 

Griffith: When I first was over there I think the minutes show that Rowan was the 
treasurer, and I think the minutes read that all funds be sent to him. 

Fisher (110): Did Rowan have charge of all funds, and did he receive all the 
moneys and spend all the moneys? From your statement here it would appear that 
each and every one had funds, received moneys and expended moneys. 

Griffith: He was the treasurer of the G. E. B., and in the statement I said 
each individual turned it in. Now, Rowan, being the treasurer, might have advanced 
money to Trotter. He advanced money to me which I kept on the book, and for 
which I turned over a statement to show where this money came from. As a matter 
of fact you might say Ryan and Rowan advanced all the money except the money 
that was sent from Butte. Twenty-five dollars, I believe, was sent in by 440, and 
$25.50, if I remember correctly, came in from Arthur Boose at Seattle, which is all 
on the statement I turned over. 

Fisher (110): If you weren’t the treasurer how does it happen that you had 
on your account receipts for per capita from Industrial Unions? How can you 
receive money when you are not the treasurer? 

Griffith: I will explain that. I stated when I was first down here they kept no 
books. I am well aware that there would have to be some transactions submitted to 
the membership in time, consequently whenever I could get one of these statements, 
which I turned over to you, I put these statements down myself. I was not the 
treasurer and was not the bookkeeper but did this for my own self-protection. 
I am well aware that the membership have a right to demand where this money 
went to and in what ways it was spent. I marked these different amounts down as 
they were paid, and kept an account the best I could. That is the reason I stated 
it was utterly impossible to give an exact financial statement, because each man 
kept a statement of his own. 

Fisher (110): Were you in the building at 1001 West Madison Street on July 
29th when the G. E. B. was ejected? 

Griffith: I was in the building. 

Fisher (110): Were you on the second, third or first floor or in the basement? 

Griffith: I was on the floor where 120 and 310 have their offices. I don’t know 
what floor that is. 

Fisher (110): You signed your name to the injunction, didn’t you? 

Griffith: Yes. 

Fisher (110): Don’t you think it is a very poor excuse now to say that if you 
had not signed these other people would still have gotten the injunction against the 
Tee Wie. 2 

Griffith: I am not giving this as an excuse. I stated that from the way the thing 
turned out it did not, in my opinion, look as though it made any difference. I do 
not deny I signed it. 

Fisher (110): Are you responsible for your actions or not? 

Griffith: I am absolutely. 

Hanson (110): There were rumors that Buchwald, the Secretary-T reasurkr 
of 310 were assaulted by gunmen on Madison Street. Do you know anything 
about it? 

Griffith: I never saw any more of it than perhaps you did yourself. 

Hanson (110): You know nothing about that? 

Griffith: No. 


Hanson (110): When these funds were tied up were there any provisions 
made for Defense in the middle-west on the deporting. There were several mem 
bers being held for deportation. Was any provision made for their defense? 

Griifith: None was made for their defense, to my knowledge. In regard to 
the other question, the statement reads, “Turn all funds over to the California 
Defense”. I myself sent a telegram to Butte. I was asked by Martin whether we 
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would send relief to Mrs. Embree, and I believe he mentioned another party. I 
wired back it would be agreeable to us. 

Hanson (110): I would like to ask if Justus Ebert is editor of this bulletin 
you put out? 

Griffith: He was. 

Hanson (110): Until you fired him? 

Griffith: Yes. 

Hanson (110): Was Grady with you in the same office? 

Griffith: He had an office when we were on Madison Street. He did not have 
any desk up in 186. I understood he went out and went to work. 

Hanson peo): Did Grady uphold you in this injunction? Did he advise you 
in any way? 

Griffith: He was in favor of the injunction, but I prefer to have John Grady 
answer his own questions on that. 

Hanson (110): In the minutes of September 8th which were read here there 
was some statement made of the printing of the supplies. Arrangements were 
being made to print supplies for the Board of which you were chairman. 

Griffith: Yes. 

Hanson (110): Was the vote on this unanimous? Were they all in favor? 

Griffith: It practically was. I didn’t hear of any dissatisfaction. 

Hanson (110): There were statements made that a man from the rank and file 
should come to Chicago to take over headquarters. Do you know of any members 
of the Board who were in favor of this? 


Griffith: I was in favor of the membership coming in here myself and trying 
to solve this. , 

Hanson (110): That is, to investigate? 

Griffith: Practically. I was in favor of them coming in and solving it. 

Gray (110): It was stated in answer to a previous question you were in the 


building at 1001 West Madison Street at the time the five members were ejected 
from the building. 


Griffith: Correct. 

Gray (110): You were in the 120 office on the second floor? 

Griffith: Yes. 

Gray (110): In this statement here in the August bulletin put out by the five 
members of the G. E. B. including yourself it says, ‘““The Board met as usual on 
the above mentioned date and were taking up the regular business before them at 
eleven o’clock a. m., when Joe Fisher, who had previously been removed, entered 
the room where the Board was in session, accompanied by thirty armed sluggers.”’ 

In what room was the Board in session? 

Griffith: I don’t know. 

Gray (110): Did they meet in the G. E. B. room on the second floor? 

Griffith: I don’t know. 

Gray (110): “He read from a yellow piece of paper something to the effect 
that they had held a meeting to expel them from the Industrial Workers of the 
World. Following this his sluggers began to beat up on the members, using their 
blackjacks, while at least seven gangsters kept the Board covered with guns.” 

Fellow Worker Griffith, you were in the building at the time, on the second 
fioor. If they weren’t on the second floor, they were on the third fioor. Is it reason- 
able to suppose this could have happened, thirty men beating up five, without your 
knowledge? 

Griffith: I have answered that question before. I didn’t see it. 

Chairman Welinder: The whole statement was read in the record once. 

Gray (110): Now then, you were in the 120 office at the same time the armed 
gangsters invaded the offices of I. U. 310, 120, 440 and 520. This was, no doubt, 
done so that these sections could not come to the assistance of the Board members 
who were being slugged. You were in the office of 120 at the time, and you didn’t 
see these armed gangsters? 
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Griffith: I stated before that I did not. 

Gray (110): But your signature is here. 

Griffith: I explained that before. 

Gray (110): You were told that one convention would be a compromise, 
You said you wanted to see one convention in Chicago, and you were told it would 
be a compromise. : 

Griffith: I stated before, and he read in the minutes, that that was taken out 
of the statement that I originally drew up. 

Gray (110): Did the Board give you a trial when they charged you? 

Griffith: Not that I know of. I was told to “eet out”. 

Gray (110): The same members who claimed they fired Doyle and Fisher 
were the ones who told you to get out? 

Griffith: The same ones. 

Gray (110): Im answering the next question you don’t have to mention names, 
To your knowledge were any of the Rowan faction in possession of any weapons 
at any time? : 

Griffith: I prefer to have them come down and answer their own questions on 
that. 

Gray (110): We are trying to get to the bottom of this. You don’t deny 
they did have weapons? 

Griffith: I neither deny nor affirm that. I answer my own questions. 

Gray (110): That leaves the impression that they did have weapons. 

Now, in California members are going on trial for Criminal Syndicalism. There 
are three, at least, professional witnesses who take the stand and claim that the 
I. W. W. is controlled by gunmen, sluggers, and elements of the criminal type. 
Sometimes they make it stick and our fellow workers go to the pen, and sometimes 
they don’t. When you signed this statement here, ‘“‘Gunmen Raid Headquarters,” 
did you ever think this may be used by the persecution in California to convict 
some of our fellow workers there? : 

Griffith: Yes, and I answered that in that verbatim copy. I stated once before 
and I will state again that those things were supposed to be submitted to me. There 
were a good many things not submitted to me at all. One copy of a statement I 
asked for, and it may be that particular copy, because that I would not have signed. 
In fact, I can’t sanction something which I did not see. I asked Ebert for that 
copy, and he told me he destroyed it. I asked him what right he had to destroy 
it. I presume it was that statement. I never got it back or even saw it. 

Gray (110): Who put your signature at the end of the statement? 

Griffith: They had those statements. There is one statement in particular that 
I have never signed myself. 

Gray (110): Did you sign this statement, “(Gunmen Raid Headquarters”? 

Griffith: I don’t remember signing that, not that particular one. I might have 
signed a statement that was drawn up. 

Gray (110): Don’t you read a statement before you sign it? 

Griffith: Certainly, but I never received a copy back to see whether it wai 
correct or not. 

Gray (110): In the minutes of August 4th in back of the article section of 
the G. E. B. in the new business it says, ‘“Moved and seconded by Rowan and Ryan 
that telegram from Quinlan be filed.’”? Do you remember the nature of that telegram 
from Quinlan? 

Griffith: Yes, I believe I remember something about it. 

Gray (110): I would like to hear it, if you please. 

Griffith: As near as I can recall it was something like, “Fire them all out.” 

Gray (110): Who? 

Griffith: It mentioned those who are in headquarters at 1001. That was about 
the gist of the telegram. 


Gray (110): Do you know who wrote, or did Justus Ebert write all the publicity 
for the Board? : 
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Griffith: He put out practically all except individual statements. 

Gray (110): Who wrote Sam Kapon’s report? 

Griffith: I know Sam Kapon was in the office for three or 
eut something. 

Broman (120): Who called you in as General Organizer? 

Griffith: The five G. E. B. members. 

Broman (120): Have you the communication in which they called you in? 

Griffith: If I remember correctly I was asked for that in the court, and I turned 
it over to them. 

Broman (120): Now, I understand McMurphy was called in as alternate Secre- 
tary-Treasurer. 

Griffith: He was. 

Broman (120): Did he refuse to take that position ? 

Griffith: Well, as nearly as I can see, he did. I might also state that he wrote 
a letter from Red Wing or that town above it stating that he would not accept it, 
and suggested that they call in an alternative before it would be too late to call 
ene in. I filed that letter. I was asked to produce it one day and I did. I filed it 
again, and when I looked over the papers to turn over to this convention it was: ° 
gone, consequently I wasn’t able to turn it over to the convention. McMurphy at no 
time took office. 


In fairness to him I might state that in his letter of resignation or whatever you 
might call it he declined absolutely to do so. 


Broman (120): Do you remember when the plea for an injunction was first 
discussed among this group? 

Griffith: Well, it was a few days after they were ejected, as I remember it. 

Broman (120): Did you ascertain if the G. E. B. consulted Article G, Section 3, 
Paragraph B in regard to alternates? 

Griffith: What page is that on? 

Broman (120): Page 13, at the top of the page. 

Griffith: Yes, I know what that is. 

Broman (120): Did you read the injunction before signing it? 

Griffith: Yes. 

Broman (120): Did you consider it your duty to safeguard the interests of the 
organization ? 

Griffith: I did, yes. 

Broman (120): Did you think it would be better for the organization and 
best for its interests to have its funds in the possession of McMurphy and yourself 
in preference to the hands of Doyle? 

Griffith: Not particularly. 

Broman (120): That being the case, why in your injunction did you ask that all 
the funds be turned over to you and McMurphy? 

Griffith: For the reason that this was only a restraining order. I was under 
the impression that it would be settled by the membership, and while this controversy 
was going on it was better for neither side to have the funds. 

Broman (120): I didn’t get that. 

Griffith: I stated that I thought the membership would act, and that while the 
controversy was going on it would be better for neither side to be able to handle 
the funds. I was pretty well aware that as long as they had that temporary restrain- 
ing order on the funds neither side could get them. 

Broman (120): Was there any anxiety shown by any of those five men in 
regard to pushing a hearing on this injunction? 

Griffith: Well, several times they wanted to go to court when the time was 
specified for it. I didn’t care about going into court with it, as I stated once before, 
to appeal to the Master in Chancery. Well, we got him to agree to let it alone until 
the convention came in. 


Broman (120): Who informed you that you were no longer a member of the 
R135 13 


four days writing 
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Griffith: James Rowan. 

Broman (120): Did he state his reason? 

Griffith: Not any more than I was asked whether I signed a paper recognizing 
the convention, and I was also asked whether I signed a paper recognizing the sus- 
pension, which I said I did, and I told him the names, his own included, and he 
informed me I was no longer a member of the G. E. B. 

Murray (120): Fellow Worker Griffith, was Rowan elected by the G. E. B. 
for Treasurer or self-appointed? 

Griffith: I wasn’t there when the first meeting was held. He was the Treasurer, 
I don’t think he was self-appointed. Furthermore, I want to state again, I do not like 
to answer questions about what other parties did. I am perfectly willing to answer 
questions pertaining to myselt, but if these men don’t want to come down I don’t like 
to say anything behind their backs when they aren’t here to defend themselves. 

Murray (120): That isn’t the way I asked it. 

Griffith: It is the same thing. 

Murray (120): Did you see any G. E, B. minutes in which it said he was elected 
treasurer? 

Griffith: I don’t recall. I understand there was a motion electing him the 
treasurer. In fact, it was brought to my attention at one time. 

Murray (120): In what way was the money first tied up before the injunction? 

Griffith: As near as I can understand it, I believe they wanted two G. E. B. 
members on the Board of trustees to sign the checks instead of Doyle and Fisher. 
I believe they went down to the bank and had some controversy over that and finally, 
if I am not mistaken, the bank tied up the funds itself. 

Murray (120): The injunction was then enforced? 

Griffith: It is hard for me to say. I told you I thought the bank had tied up 
the funds, although I realize the injunction was filed to make sure that the funds 
were tied up. 

Murray (120): When you were ordered out of the building at 1001 West 
Madison Street, who ordered you out? 

Griffith: I was told, as I stated three or four times, that I was no longer a 
member of the G. E. B. 

Murray (120): I asked you who ordered you out? 

Griffith: I wasn’t told to get out of the building at 1001 West Madison Street 
at any time. 

Murray (120): Did you at any time try to get the controversy before the member- 
ship by a referendum vote or any other form? 

Griffith: I wanted them to call in a committee. I was well aware of the fact 
that it would take a referendum about sixty days to be legal, but I was under the 
impression that the membership could come in and settle it. I felt justified to send 
out telegrams and have them fight it out themselves. 

Murray (120): Did you ever put it up to the G. E. B. members to send out 2 
referendum? 

Griffith: No, it was useless. 

Murray (120): Have you ever tried in any way to get it out before the 
membership? 

Griffith: No. 

Murray (120): On the 13th of October when you opened up the convention on 
Washington Street did you tell the delegates that came to that convention that 
you wanted them to come here as a unit? 

Griffith: Not particularly. I didn’t say it in so many words. 

Murray (120): On October the 14th when there was a motion being discussed 
by the delegates wasn’t that the time you came down and told them to come down 
when they were ready? 

Griffith: Practically, yes. I never made that statement to you. 


Murray (120): You waited until the last minute before you told the delegates 
come down. 
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Griffith: As a matter of fact I went down there once and didn’t see a great 
deal done. I did not come down until that day at noon. If I recall exactly I came 
down with the report. Nobody seemed particular whether they saw the report or 
not. I heard you discussing coming over here. I think the other side i 
me for telling. 

Murray (120): Wasn’t there a motion being considered to come over here in 
a body? 

Griffith: There was, yes. 

Grad (120): Did you ever have any idea or make any suggestion to put an 
injunction on the printing plant? 

Griffith: No, I did not. 

Mattson (210-220): Fellow Worker Griffith, was it your intention that all the 


employees in the general office, general defense, Solidarity, Educational Bureau, and 
Small I. U.s be discharged? 


Griffith: The Board made those motions. 

Mattson (210-220): Your name is signed as chairman. 

Griffith: If the chairman sits at a meeting, he is the presiding officer. 

Mattson (210-220): Was the idea of the injunction brought out in that meeting 
for demanding this? 

Griffith: I believe you will see from the minutes I called the motion out of 
order, as I was under the impression it carried too much. 

Mattson (210-220: Was it because the Doyle machine was running it and you 
wanted to get that out and get your own machine in there? 

Griffith: No, not particularly. 

Mattson (210-220): Do you know Harry Drew and Taylor? 

Griffith: No, I do not by name, but I might know them by sight. 

Mattson (210-220): There is a statement in this official. statement of August 
28th in which you say that on August 24th sluggers, Harry Drew and Taylor, at- 
tempted to kidnap Buchwald at the point of a gun and take him to 1001 West 
Madison Street where he was promised a good beating. Do you know anything 
about this kidnapping? 

Griffith: I stated no, and I will make another statement now, which I made 
when I first came down here. I had nothing to do with that particular bulletin. I 
explained that the General Executive Board passed a motion that Ebert put that 
bulletin out without any one taking a look at it. I objected to it. I said, “I am 
getting somewhat tired of things going out about which I don’t know exactly every- 
thing.” They then passed a motion that it be presented to the Board, but I paid 
ho more attention to it. 

A short time afterwards I was instructed to go along down and pay for them 
and printing them up. I said, “Pay for what?” 

“Why, the bulletin,” they said. 

I asked them where it was, and they told me it was at the printers. They then 
showed me a copy. I saw two or three articles in there which I kicked about, and 
that is one of the reasons Ebert was put off. 

Consequently, on that particular bulletin I am not going to plead guilty to 
anything at all. 

Mattson (210-220): You don’t recognize anything officially? 

Griffith: I don’t recognize anything I had to do with it for the reason that 


s condemning 


. I did not see it. 


Mattson (210-220): Did you ever question the eligibility of Rowan and Ryan 
on the Committee? 
Griffith: I may not have questioned their eligibility, but I certainly questioned 


. their ability. 


Mattson (210-220): Didn’t you know that Rowan representing I. U. 120 was 
representing an industrial union that was six months in arrears in paying their 
per capita? 

Griffith: I was aware they were behind on the per capita. 
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Mattson (210-220): Ryan and Bowerman also? 

Griffith: I might take exception to them. ; 

Mattson (210-220): It says Ryan’s I. U. 310 was in arrears over two years. 

Griffith: No, I disagree with that. ’ 

Mattson (210-220): Bowerman’s 440 was in arrears also, according to Article 
iV, Section 2 of the constitution. 

Griffith: I presume 440 was. I. U. 310, according to the rulings of the con- 
vention, was not. 

Mattson (210-220): Have you any connection or correspondence with Blossom, 
Quinlan or Lorton? 

Griffith: I am not going to plead guilty to that either. 

Mattson (210-220): At the time of the injunction did you know you would do 
harm to the Defense Committee? 

Griffith: I may not have realized it then, but I certainly do now. 

Mattson (210-220): That is all. 

Oates (210-220): You have admitted you don’t know anything about this over 
your name. Did you make any effort to contradict it? 

Griffith: No, I did not. 

Oates (210-220): Why? 

Griffith: What would be the use? It was already out. 

Oates (210-220): Couldn’t you put the contradiction in the General Bulletin? 

Griffith: To be perfectly frank, I didn’t pay much attention to it. The only 
statement I put out myself and it appeared in the bulletin. You will find no 
identification, no statement and no charges against any one in there, and that is 
the only statement. 

Oates (210-220): Then, Fellow Worker Griffith, everybody could come in 
and say, “I didn’t see it.””’ The members think you wrote it. Why didn’t you acquaint 
the members with the fact that you didn’t write it? Men are going to jail in 
California on account of it. 

Griffith: I realize that. 

Oates (210-220): Another thing, the G. E. B., which you remember, wouldn't 
take action in some deportation cases because Herbert Mahler was one of the 
defendants. 

Griffith: I am well aware of the fact that you came up there. I told you my 
standing, and it was perfectly agreeable to me, did I not? 

Oates (210-220): Yes. 

Griffith: Just remember, I was not the whole Board. 

Oates (210-220): The only thing is, you could hold a meeting every day other- 
wise. There were four of you there and you couldn’t find time to hold a meeting | 
until I made out a claim in writing and presented it to you, as you requested. 

Griffith: I will answer that. If they found it their duty to fire Fisher because 
he wouldn’t call a Board meeting, I had an equal right to can all of them because 
they wouldn’t hold one. I couldn’t bring these men together, I couldn’t bring them 
down there. 

Oates (210-220): I will ask you the other question. Did you ask them to go 
into session? 

Griffith: I asked them what they were going to do about it. 

Oates (210-220): Did you ask them to call a meeting? 

Griffith: I asked them what they were going to do about it. They didn’t have 
time, and they didn’t meet. I was there, and I can’t say I had no time. I have 
answered that explicitly. I told you they fired Fisher because he wouldn’t call a 
meeting, and I ought to have a right to can them because they wouldn’t meet. 

Oates (210-220): Do you think if Tom Doyle and James Morris had agreed 10 
sign the checks together with Jim Rowan and P. D. Ryan an injunction would 
have been put on? 

Griffith: Search me, I can’t tell. I am no mind reader. 

Oates (210-220): Would you have put the injunction on? 
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Griffith: Why no, what would I put it on for? 

Oates (210-220): You put it on. You have here made a proposition in your 
own minutes, and I ask if Fellow Worker Doyle and Morris had agreed to sign 
the checks with them would the injunction still have been put on? 

Grifith: I don’t know. 

Erwin (230): You say you were on the second floor at the time of the ejection 
of the officials? 

Griffith: Yes. 

Erwin (230): Did you see them when they passed down the stairs? 

Grifith: No, the door was shut. 

Erwin (230): When was the first time you saw the officials after they were 
ejected? 

Griffith: A couple of days after, I presume. A day and a half. 

Erwin (230): Then you didn’t see them any more that night, and you didn’t 
know in what condition they were? 

Griffith: No. 

Erwin (230): Did any of the men on the top floor come down to the second 
floor after that, or did any of the men who helped eject the officials come down 
to the second floor afterwards? 

Griffith: I presume they did. 

Erwin (230): In fact, you never saw any one with guns, blackjacks or weapons 
of any kind? 

Griffith: No, I never said that I have either. : 

Erwin (280): I know you didn’t, that is what I want to get clear. 

Now, in regard to this injunction, do you know how much at the present time the 
G. E. B. has paid in toward expenses, that is up until the time you were canned? 

Griffith: I believe it is in the statement. I can’t recall the exact amount. 
You have the statement, at least I turned it over. 

Erwin (230): Does that cover all expenses? 

Griffith: That was as far as I knew about what had been paid. 

Erwin (230): To your knowledge did the G. E. B. pay any money to the 
Defense since they split? 

Griffith: You mean the G. E. B. itself? 

Erwin (230): Yes. 

Griffith: Not to my knowledge. 

Erwin (230): To California, Idaho, Butte or any place? 

Griffith: Not any more than the money that went to the California Defense. 

Erwin (230): You don’t know if any other money was sent? 

Griffith: I don’t know. 

Erwin (230): While you were in Chicago did any one threaten your life? 

Griffith: Threaten my life? 

Erwin (230): Yes, or threaten to do bodily injury? : 

Griffith: No. I will answer in another way. No one ever has, but I will 
say this much even if any one had, although no one has, I would still tell you 
no for the simple reason that when we are in a controversy like this we are all human. 
I realize that distinctly. I might call you a name or you might call me one, and 
We might get into a big controversy over it. Well, I don’t think just because I 
might have a disagreement with a man that I am going to spread that all over 
the country, but I say, no one has threatened my life. 

Erwin (230): You realize it is the duty of these delegates to find out particulars 
and things that have happened during this period? 


Griffith: I realize all that, yes. 

Erwin (230): That was one of the charges that gunmen and blackjacks—— 
Griffith: Just a second, get this straight. I didn’t state anybody blackjacked me. 
Erwin (230): Parts do state that. 

Griffith: Now, it is up to them to prove these things. I don’t like to be standing 
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here and answering their questions. I am willing to stand trial for my own actions, 
and if I am expelled it is fair enough, but let the other men come down and defend 


. 


themselves. : P 
Erwin (239): They haven’t showed up, but that doesn’t stop us from finding out, 
Leonard (310): Was this $1,052.28 all the money that 310 paid to the G. E, B, 

for per capita? 

Griffith: No, I believe not. The statement I turned over to you covers a few 
others. That is the one they went on record for in the minutes. 

Now, I will qualify that again. I have turned over to your chairman every receipt 
of the expenditures of Rowan with a statement. I did that also for 310. I have 
given Trotter, it is in the report, and I have also given Bowerman but I won't 
receipt for nor did I write the receipt for the simple reason that they passed 
a motion to pay these different G. O. C.s. I ruled the motion out of order because 
it was absolutely inconsistent with the position I took just about a year ago on 
the same proposition. I was overruled. 

Another thing which was never brought to my attention, which I would do in 
the face of anyone. I was under the impression that last year’s convention had a 
perfect right to expel Quinlan and Blossom.' I will admit candidly I fought against 
the Grievance Committee Report, the majority also the minority, but I say to you 
here, I bow down to the decision of this convention. I never would speak to Quinlan 
and Blossom myself. 

Chairman Welinder: I have the four financial reports, and as soon as we can 
get around to it they will be handed over to the body and the Auditing Committee. 

Griffith: Just a minute. In some of the reports some of the expenditures I 
couldn’t agree with. There are some there for which there are no vouchers. Let 
the men explain that themselves. J will not. 

Leonard (810): Do you remember the substance of that motion carried last 
fall? 

Griffith: I do, yes. It referred to the debt of I. U. 310 and 510 being set aside 
for a period of two years. The debts were not wiped out, but set aside. 

Leonard (310): Under what condition? 

Griffith: No condition, merely kept off for two years. At the end they might 
have to pay it. 

Leonard (310): The members of 310 were not in debt? 

Griffith: Not as long as J kept it off the books. 

Leonard (310): Was it under the condition that if they paid up the per capita 
it would stay off? 

Griffith: There was no condition. 

Chairman Welinder: I can’t say this belongs to the controversy at all. 

Leonard (310): He answered Mattson about this debt. He read from the 
bulletin about 210 being in debt for two years. 

As a member of 310 I would like to know if 310 paid any per capita in the 
year 1923? 

Griffith: Yes, it paid per capita for 1923. 

Leonard (310): Did they pay for 1922? 

Griffith: I am not positive, but the motion read to set aside those debts for a 
period of two years. Now, that means it would be off of your official report. It 
wouldn’t be charged, but at the end of two years 310 would still stand in debt for 
that amount. 


Leonard (810): Do you see any reason for any industrial union not paying 
per capita for two or three years? 
; Griffith: Just a second. You can read that constitution one way and I will read 
it another. The Christian religions a]l come from the Bible. You can read one 
part and interpret it one way, and I can interpret it another way. I am not going 


to be any judge on this infernal constitution. That hasn’t anything to do with this 
controversy. - 


Leonard (3810): 


In one of those bulletins from September, the eighth I believe, 
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it said something about, “Within fifteen days a place would be found to make 
supplies.” Were there any supplies? 

Griffith: Not to my knowledge. Now in regard to that they claimed they 
were running short of supplies. I believe 210-220 was short of supplies, at least 
I was under the impression they were. I told them in a letter I understood they 
could get supplies from Doyle by paying for them in cash, and I thought that would 
tide them over until the convention got here, but they turned around and wanted 
supplies printed, and ordered me to go out and find out the best prices, which I 
did. As far as I know there were none printed. 

Swanson (310): I remember at the last convention it was said on the convention 
floor by some delegate that the article which called the general officials would never 
function. 

Griffith: I don’t know if I heard any one:say it ever functioned. 

Swanson (310): Then another thing I want to ask about. I see this bulletin 
for August was printed by the G. E. B. Why is the I. W. W. label on it? 

Griffith: They used it. 

Swanson (310): Can they get the I. W. W. label in any other print shop? 

Griffith: Not unless some one takes it down and lets them use it for a particular 
purpose. I don’t know how they got that one. 

Swanson (310): Did the G. E. B. get those labels? 

Griffith: The G. E. B. had some made, I suppose. 

Anderson (310): You stated you were in Minnesota before you came to 
Chicago. 

Griffith: Yes, I was in Minnesota. 

Anderson (310): Did you get any correspondence there pertaining to that 
telegram? 

Griffith: No. In fact, I knew nothing about the controversy outside of a 
little clipping that had been passed down to me. It was something about having 
some difficulty ‘over the minutes. I had seen and heard of that perhaps three or 
four days before that. I gave it no attention until I came in. I was on my way, 
and I didn’t know whether I should go back over the line or go on to Seymour. I 
received no communications except the telegram that stated there was a special 
delivery letter sent me of importance. | 

Anderson (310): You don’t know what was in there? 

Griffith: No, I do not. 

Anderson (310): You were elected an alternate for Fisher? 

Griffith: According to ballot returns, yes. 

Anderson (310): The impression you had was that there was something wrong 
in Chicago. 

Griffith: Yes, I had an idea there was something wrong. 

Anderson (310): You thought you were wanted in Chicago very badly? 

Griffith: I did, yes. I ‘was talking to three or four fellow workers, Sievert 
and three or four others. I wasn’t quite clear on it and didn’t know whether to 
come in or not. : 

Anderson (310): You didn’t come in for the purpose of getting into office? 

Griffith: No. If I had any idea of what I was going to get into I would have 
swam that river. As a matter of fact, about looking for an office, you delegates 
are sitting there yourselves and you are well aware that I could have been elected 
for a year’s term as District Secretary in the hall, and I could have also been 
elected for your District Secretary of 310 temporarily, yet I declined all nomi- 
Nations. 

No, I didn’t come in looking for any job, and I curse the day I walked into 
that post office. 

Anderson (310): When did ‘you join the I. W. W.? 

Griffith: The card I have in my pocket now shows I joined on April 6, 1917. 

Anderson (310): Were you a member previously to that-time? 

Griffith: Yes, I had a card for a short period. 
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Schwandt (330): I notice Bowerman was missing from the Board meetings, 
According to the constitution all members are supposed to be present. 

Grifith: It is all right if he sends an excuse in writing, or leaves word to hold 
meetings without him. ; 

Schwandt (330): I understand he was out working? 

Grifith: Whether he was or not, I don’t know, that is what I understood. 

Schwandt (330): He wasn’t out under any instructions of the G. E. B. was he? 

Griffith: No, he was not to my knowledge. 

Henrikson (330): Fellow Worker Griffith, you have stated here on this floor 
you never saw any rough house at headquarters at 1001 West Madison Street. 
Is that correct? 

Griffith: Yes, I didn’t see any. 

Henrikson (330): Did you ever sign your name to a statement which said if 
you or any other member of the G. E. B. would use the same tactics as used at 
headquarters, 1001 West Madison Street, that the lives of the G. E. B. would be in 
danger and wholesale arrests would occur? 

Griffith: I believe there is a statement to that effect. . 

Henrikson (330): How do you think arrests could be made if no rough house 
ever occurred if you used the same tactics? 

Griffith: Well, they claimed these things happened, and I have a right to the 
opinion. They haven’t come down and disproved them. 

Henrikson (330): Are you personally responsible for documents you sign 
your name to? 

Griffith: When I sign as an individual, yes. 

Henrikson (330): Have you ever said our headquarters in Chicago was a 
rough house and run by Hoosiers, or whatever you called them? 

Griffith: Weil, no, not in the sense of the word. 

Henrikson (330): In other words, do you think the headquarters of the I. W. W. 
are kept in Chicago merely by the officials or whether it was decided upon by the 
membership? 

Griffith: It was decided upon by the membership, and the membership can still 
remove it. 

Henrikson (330): Do the members of the I. W. W. own a printing plant at 
1001 West Madison Street? 

Griffith: I always understood that printing plant was controlled by the mem- 
bership. That was my idea. 

Henrikson (330): Did you think that right when you signed that statement 
saying the members never owned a printing plant, and the headquarters were never 
kept there by the membership? 

Griffith: No. 

Henrikson (330): Do you ever recall signing a statement to the effect that 
the different I. U. headquarters are too far away from the membership, also our 
general headquarters is to too far away from our membership, and that the present 
situation would not have occurred had headquarters been in reaching distance of 
the members? 

_Griffith: Did I sign that? I absolutely did. 

Henrikson (3380): Isn’t that against the statement you just made? 

Griffith: I can’t see where it is, no. I made a statement in that verbatim copy 
that T did not think the rank and file ruled, and I don’t think so yet. I hope it will. 
That is my opinion. I heard a great deal of controversy about the printing plant, 
and I told them to come in and see. I didn’t state they have not, I stated for 
them to come in. I stated plainly the different I. U.s are in the wrong place. I 
think all I. U.s should be out as close to the membership as possible. I say this 
controversy would never have occurred if they had been closer to the’ membership. 
If headquarters would have been in North Dakota or Kansas the controversy 


couldn’t have happened. When I made that statement, that was absolutely my 
opinion. 
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Henrikson (330): Where is the membership? 

Griffith: They are supposed to be scattered all over the world. 

Henrikson (330): Do you think it possible to have headquarters all over the 
world? 

Griffith: I believe you have to admit that most of our membership is west of the 
Missouri river. I mean the bulk of the membership is back there. 

Henrikson (330): Have you ever looked to see that most of the members are 
west of the Missouri river? 

Chairman Welinder: Has that anything to do with the controversy? 

Henrikson (330): The minutes here which were just read prove that the Gen- 
eral Executive Board went on record to audit all of the books. Has that ever been 
done? 

Griffith: JI presume this convention is doing it. At least I hope so. 

Henrikson (330): The minutes just read state that they went on record to 
elect an auditing committee. I want to know from you whether that auditing com- 
mittee was elected to your knowledge. 

Griffith: No. 

Henrikson (330): That means they went on record but never did it. 

Now, do you remember any special meeting of the Board where they went on 
record to select an attorney to go over the property of the I. W. W. at 1001 West 
Madison St.? 

Griffith: I believe there was a committee appointed or something like that. 

Henrikson (330): You don’t remember who made the motion, and who sec- 
onded it? ’ 

Griffith: No. 

Henrikson (330): Do you remember a special meeting held on July 31, 1924, 
called to order by you at seven-thirty o’clock p. m.? 

Griffith: If it is in the minutes, yes. 

Henrikson (330): Do you remember at this meeting Rowan made a motion and 
Ryan seconded it that it would be good policy to have some good man from the 
west come in and clean out headquarters or straighten out the affairs of head- 
quarters? 

Griffith: I believe there was a motion passed something like that. I objected to 
the wording of it. It caused a good deal of controversy in the field. I never saw 
the original. If I remember correctly they wanted to send out a call for the mem- 
bership to come in, and then appoint a responsible committee. I raised the point, 
“What is a responsible committee?” 

Henrikson (330): Do you remember a committee which was instructed to ap- 
point a lawyer to take possession of the property and funds of the I. W. W.? 

Griffith: I answered that before. 

Chuba (440): On the 31st of July, I believe it was, I received a telegram in 
Pittsburgh signed by you, Bowerman and some other fellows stating that the G. 
E. B. members chased you out of headquarters. What do you know about that? 

Griffith: Was that signed by me? 

Chuba (440): Yes. 

Griffith: I don’t remember that. I wish to state plainly again on that question, 
when those bills were brought down to me by the Western Union I informed them 
that that was no handwriting of mine, that I never ordered those telegrams sent, and 
that I had receipts to show for all the telegrams I sent myself. 


Chuba (440): Did you allow anyone to sign your name? 


Griffith: I asked for the copies of all telegrams that were sent. Supposing 
I went out to send a telegram that was on a Board proposition, I asked for a duplicate 
copy to be made and sent, but it wasn’t done. 


Chuba (440): To which general convention did you sign your name to, to this 
convention or to the other convention that was never held? 


Griffith: According to those minutes a general convention was called to be held 
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in Chicago on October 13th. It was not decided to be held at any particular place. 

Chuba (440): Where would the delegates go to? 

Griffith: It was suggested they get a hall. In fact, I was instructed to look 
for one. I did, but at the same time I wasn’t particular about hiring a hall, 

Chuba (440): When did the G. E. B. rent post office box 1129? 

Griffith: I can’t recall the date. 

Chuba (440): Why didn’t they stay at 1001 West Madison St.? 

Griffith: They said they were ejected from the building. 

Chuba (440): By whom? 

Griffith: I don’t remember. 

Chuba (440): Who were these thirty men? 

Griffith: I stated time and time again, I didn’t see anything. Ask the men who 
said that, why ask me? | 

Chuba (440): You signed your name to the application for the injunction 
against the I. W. W., didn’t you? 

Griffith: I signed my name, yes. 

Chuba (440): What did that cost? 

Grifith: I don’t know. As near as I know the cost of the injunction up to the 
present time is something like $285. 

Chuba (440): Who paid for it? 

Griffith: It was paid for by the G. E. B. 

Chuba (440): With whose money? 

Griffith: I. W. W. money. 

Chuba (440): ‘They used I. W. W. money to get an injunction against the 
I. W. W. That is a good system. 

Thompson (440):Was there any organizer placed in the field or anything done to . 
hold the group to the organization by 186 N. La Salle St., or 2418 West Madison St.? 

Griffith: No. I asked them why they didn’t send me out where the strike was 
or out into the field, because I had no particular business around here, but they 
did not do it. That is not my fault. 

Thompson (440): In your financial statement I notice a donation of $25 from 
I. U. 410 and farther down another of $7.75. What was that donated to the G. E. 
B. for? 

Griffith: Why, it was donated to the G. E. B., I presume, for expenses. 

Thompson (440): Now, I. U. 410 raised in the neighborhood of $125 to be used 
in the East in the textile industry for organizing purposes, and I have been informed 
that since July 21st they never held a meeting, that is there never has been a quorum, 
and yesterday Rose Gelb took it upon herself to donate to the G. E. B. 

Griffith: So far as taking it out of the treasury, I don’t know anything about it. 
That is the way it was handed over to me. I didn’t receive the money either. 

Thompson (440): You stated here that you thought it all right to get an in 
junction on the I. W. W. 

Griffith: JI didn’t say I believe in the injunction or the capitalistic court. 1 
may be condemned for what I did, but I at no time had any thought of condemning 
the I. W. W. ‘ : 

Thompson (440): Now you stated here that you thought it would be better — 
if the funds weren’t in either your hands or Doyle’s or Fisher’s. Now I think it 
was before Judge Sabath they tried to bring this thing to a head, and they demanded 
that the funds be turned over to you and McMurphy. Did you protest against that? 

Griffith: JI was well aware they were going to have it continued. 


. ee (440): You were perfectly satisfied they were going to get it com | 
inued? 


Grifith: Yes. 


een (440): There is a leaflet in the field called “Destroying Organiza- 
tion, which is supposed to be put out by 410 members. I would like to know how it 
came into the possession of the G. E. B. Was it stolen or was it given to them? I 
would like to know if you know anything about it. 
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Griffith: It is easy enough to get a duplicate of the label, but as far as knowing 
where they got those labels from, I can’t say. 

Thompson (440): Is it not a fact that you were the general secretary-treasurer ? 

Griffith: It is not. 

Walquist (510): Were you ever presented with charges under date of August 
28th, 1924? : ; 

Griffith: No, sir, I wasn’t. This is the first time I saw a copy. 

Walquist (510): Nevertheless, they were sent out. 

Griffith: If they were sent to me I never got them. I would have received 
them if they were sent. 

Walquist: According to that you were never tried by your Industrial Union? 

Griffith: No. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): Do you know anything about any telegrams 
that were sent and charged up to headquarters? 

Griffith: I never saw them, but I am aware that they were sent. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): You don’t know how many were sent? 

Griffith: No. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): Do you think Rowan and the rest have done 
enough to grant the expulsion of those men? Do you think they should be expelled 
or not? 

Griffith: It would be hard for me to judge, but the attitude I am taking I am 
doing all I can to get that injunction down, and I don’t want that to be considered. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s.): You see I didn’t include you with that bunch. 

Chairman Welinder: You knew of this literature which was being circulated by 
both factions, particularly the faction of which you were chairman of the Board, 
I mean all bulletins of various description ? 

Griffith: I was, yes, and if they were here themselves they would state that: 
I protested against it. 

Chairman Welinder: Nevertheless, if you acted as chairman you must admit 
you have equal responsibility with all the other fellow workers? | 

Griffith: Absolutely, I grant all of that. That is the reason I don’t like to be 
tried by myself for actions of others. I still say, let them come in and defend them- 
selves. 

Chairman Welinder: Supposing this convention here offered a motion to align 
themselves with the Ku Klux Klan, and I as chairman entertain it and continue as 
chairman, what would you think of me as chairman then? 

Griffith: I would probably think you belong to the Ku Klux Klan. 

Chairman Welinder: If you found out that through this propaganda great harm 
has been done to this organization of which you have been a member for many years, 
and you were chairman of that Board, wouldn’t you feel responsible? 

Griffith: I realize all that distinctly, but I want to point out to you what you, 
one and all, are forgetting. I realize that it has harmed the organization, but not as 
much as some of you claim, and you are going to have this much good come out of 
it. I have stated quite a number of times, the rank and file, in my opinion, do not 
rule, and I still contend they don’t. After they see this controversy I will gamble 
they will either get up and take an active part, or you haven’t any rank and file. 

Chairman Welinder: If it is proven to you in the court that somewhere in the 
United States, California or somewhere else, the prosecuting attorney reads that 
damnable evidence and one single worker is sentenced to from one to fourteen 
years and you know you haven’t done anything to correct it, and you admitted here 
you have your name on it and you can’t prove it is correct, how would you feel 
about that? How would you feel about him sitting in a dungeon because you haven’ 
done a thing to retract it? 

Griffith: I might state in regard to that, which I don’t want used in sympathy 
towards myself at all, I stood trial and got 16 years on account of a good deal of 


testimony that was introduced by men who were absolutely incapable of protecting 
themselves. 
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Chairman Welinder: Suppose you reverse the conditions here entirely, say you 
were in my place right here and I was standing there and I committed pies things 
you have done, supposing I had signed my name to them even if T hadn’t written 
them, signed them, put my name to them, and you were logis. judgment, what 
would you sentence me to? : : 

Griffith: Fellow Worker Chairman, I have no desire to put words into your 
mouth, and I am well aware of the antagonism that is against me. You have a 
perfect right to find me guilty and expel me, and I want it-strictly understood that 
I want no referendum. 

Chairman Welinder: I just want to state you are mistaken. 

’ Griffith: I want you to understand I have no personal animosity against anyone. 

Chairman Welinder: Were you fully aware of the responsibility resting upon 
you of those hundreds and thousands of workers for the solution of their social ills 
when you permitted this stuff to be printed? After they were printed you claim 
you knew nothing about it. 

Griffith: I realize all that, yes. 

Chairman Welinder: The stenographer is tired, and I think we should take a 
ten minute recess. 

...A recess of ten minutes was taken... 

Chairman Welinder: The convention will come to order again. We are now on 
the second round, Fellow Workers. Please try not to repeat questions. I think most 
of the ground is covered. Unless you have something new, don’t waste time. 

Mann (110): You said, Fellow Worker Griffith, that John Grady at one time 
had headquarters in his,home. Did John Grady sit at those meetings? 

Griffith: No meetings were held in John Grady’s house. It was the place to 
get the mail. That was the only way it was to be construed as headquarters. 

Mann (110): Was John Grady in favor of the injunction? 

Griffith: I don’t like to incriminate one man. Let these men answer that them- 
selves. 

Mann (110): It isn’t a matter of incrimination. We want to get at the bottom 
of this thing. We would like to know these things. 

Griffith: Supposing I make one answer and John Grady makes another when 
I am not here? I have stated before, I am willing to answer for my own actions, 
but I don’t care about incriminating or trying to defend others. I have stated to you 
that Grady was around with them. He at one time had an office on Madison Street, 
and exercised his duties as secretary of 520. Furthermore, I don’t think I should 
answer that question. 

Mann (110): On the orders of the General Executive Board, did you send any 
wires out to the delegates about the chaos existing in the organization? 

Griffith: I have never sent any. That report shows all the telegrams I sent. 1 
don’t believe I sent five telegrams altogether, but to answer your question specif- 
ically, I never sent any to 110 that I can recall. In fact, I am quite positive those 
minutes show all the telegrams I ever sent. 

Mann (110): But telegrams and minutes were sent to the field and to the 
delegates. 

Griffith: I sent the minutes, that is true enough and I admit that. 

Mann (110): I consider those minutes bonafide minutes of the I. W. W. 

Cole (110): Will you sit down and write a short article repudiating the state 
ments in that office bulletin that your name was signed to, and to which you didn’t 
wish your name signed? 

Griffith: I will repudiate any statements that I haven’t seen. I am not going 
to testify. 

Oberman (110): You stated here to one of the fellow workers that by putting 
the injunction on you did not violate the principles of the I. W. W. I am just 
going to read the first sentence in the Preamble, “‘The working class and the ent 
ploying class have nothing in common.” 

Griffith: I realize what the Preamble means, Fellow Worker. ; 
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Oberman (110): I want to know if that was violating the principle when you 
signed that injunction? 

Griffith: According to a strict interpretation, I suppose it is. 

Fisher (110): In your opening statement you spoke of the cause, and that 
the real cause of this controversy never has been named or mentioned, but you never 
gave any explanation of what, according to your idea, was the real cause of this 
controversy? Can you give us some definite statement what, according to your 
idea, is the cause? 

Griffith: I can not. There are a great many causes leading up to it. The mere 
fact that an injunction was granted, and Fellow Worker Fisher refused to call a 
meeting and they were put out of general headquarters at 1001 West Madison Street 
is in about the same category as the war in Europe started over the killing of that 
Servian prince, and Mrs. Leary’s cow that kicked over the lamp set Chicago afire. 
The causes are already there, and it needed very little to start it. 

In one respect you might say the organization for the last three or four years, 
in my opinion, you understand, has been somewhat divided into two groups. Now, 
it is my opinion, that part of the membership was more for job control, more for the 
organization on the job. There was another group which believed in the revolu- 
tionary theory. Don’t misunderstand me to say those two groups couldn’t get along. 
Far from that. The I. W. W. is broad enough and large enough to take them all 
in, but I believe one and all must admit that as long as two absolutely stand on rigid 
lines, you might state there is bound to be a clash, if one side is more towards job 
control or strictly for the industrial union line and the other toward the revolutionary 
lines, they should each draw some kind of a platform or policy, which I do not think, 
in my opinion, has been drawn up. 

We say the Preamble stands for the idea of the organization. I grant all that. 
I have defended that Preamble in the court room, and fairly successfully too, or I 
wouldn’t be here, but until those two things are done there is bound to be more or 
less of a clash. The mere fact that you have your headquarters here at 1001 West 
Madison Street, you realize your headquarters is too far away from your member- 
ship to be in direct touch with the membership. Take Industrial Union 310. How 
much organization work of Industrial Union 310 have you in Chicago, or how much 
have you east of Chicago? I might say the same thing of 110, although they may 
be antagonistic towards it. Where is there any harvest field around 601? It is not 
there. I don’t quarrel with the members for having halls there, but I point out these 
things arise and... 

Chairman Welinder: I don’t want to cut you off, but in questions like this pertain- 
ing to discussion of tactics of the organization, one’s opinion is just as good as the 
others’, and I can’t see how they can have a direct bearing on the controversy that 
took place on the 29th of July. This philosophy has no bearing on the case. 

Griffith: Fellow Worker Fisher asked me the question. My answer was specific. 

Fisher (110): Another thing, you spoke of something being wrong with head- 
quarters, but you didn’t specifically cite any instance or any particular wrong. What 
is wrong with headquarters? 

Griffith: I might answer that the same way Fellow Worker Doyle answered the 
question on the same line. I stated you always can get a motion passed, or a res- 
olution or an amendment to clean out headquarters at any time at any place. 

Fellow Worker Doyle was asked the question, if I am not mistaken, what proof 
he had that Bowerman and Raddock belonged to the Department of Justice or were 
agents thereof. He stated to you that the truth would be elusive. It is rather 
hard to pin it down to the exact proof of the thing. You might think, and I do 
think, that the whole machinery of 1001 is wrong. I am not blaming any individuals 
for that, but I state that the structure of your whole organization in there is wrong 
in my opinion. 

Fisher (110): If the rank and file don’t rule, as you stated, who does? 

Griffith: That is rather hard to answer. I stated to you emphatically that I do 
not think the rank and file rule. What I mean is that the rank and file should rule 
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and absolutely be in control at all times and under all conditions, and they are not. 
We have in the neighborhood of 50,000 members. Look at our ballots. You ‘prob- 
ably get in about 2,000. Is that rank and file rule?” Where are your other 48,000 
members on the ballot? Of course, we admit that it is no fault of the officials. The 
ballots were put out. There is something lacking. : : 

Chairman Welinder: Again I will have to curtail those questions. 

Fisher (110): Do you think it possible that agents of the master class had a 
hand in creating this controversy, not saying all connected are agents, but some of 
them may be agents? : a 

Griffith: I pointed out that I thought that the capitalist class, the ruling class, 
or whatever you want to call it, was behind it. I did not state anyone was paid. 
Far from that. You don’t have to do that, but I realize this much when you look 
over the field, take the O. B. U. in Canada, we were jangled in that. Take other unions, 
they are laying for every opportunity to split us up. Certainly they are behind 
it, why not? When you put out one platform for the abolition of the wage system 
you are fighting at the back of it. Why wouldn’t they fight it? 

Hanson (110): Do you have any real information on any proposed or contem- 
plated split in the I. W. W. or anything of that sort? 

Griffith: No, I have not. I made the assertion that I thought there was. I 
based my opinion, and I still qualify my opinion, by the action taken. 

Hanson (110): Did you see any irregularities in the conduct of the officials at 
1001 West Madison Street which you believe justified any such drastic action as the 
injunction? 

Griffith: I never questioned the honesty of any of the officials in the office. 

Gray (110): Now we will say, for instance, the chairman here has heard what 
you stood for in these leaflets, and he has heard you say what you deny except as 
hearsay evidence, would you sign a statement drawn up by the chairman of the 
convention repudiating everything that bears your signature which you know nothing 
at all about? 

Griffith: If I am not mistaken, I stated previously anything that I didn’t abso- 
lutely see I would. = 

Gray (110): Not only what you didn’t see, but what you don’t know anything 
about, only hearsay? 

Griffith: You mean the Buchwald affair? I stated I don’t know anything about 
it. 

Gray (110): No, listen, I am referring also to the ejection out of headquarters. 

Griffith: I didn’t sign that. © 

Gray (110): You realize you have circulated all over the country statements 
that Doyle and Fisher and other fellow workers were armed gunmen. Now if this 
is not true don’t you realize that a great injustice has been done these fellow workers, 
and that you are as responisble as anybody because you have your name signed to 
that statement as chairman of the G. E. B.?. 

Griffith: I am not questioning that. 


Gray (110): Don’t you think in fairness to these fellow workers and the I. W. 
W. in general if you don’t know whether they were gunmen or not and whether 
guns were used, that you ought to sign a statement to that effect and repudiate 
those statements attributed to you? Regardless of whether your name was forced 
on those leaflets or not, the fact remains you are responsible as long as your name | 
remains on it. a 

Griffith: I have informed him, and I will inform you, that any statement I have 
signed that there were gunmen up there, any statement of that kind, that I haven't | 
ever signed any statement of that kind, nor that I saw them thrown out of the 


building. I did not see them at all. I will state I did not see them, and will sign 
that kind of a statement, yes. 


Gray (110): Considering you were in that building at the time of the ejection, | 
and, in fact, were only one floor below, does it sound reasonable to you that the beat- 
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ing up of five G. EK. B. members by an armed gang of thirty could have possibly hap- 
pened without your hearing about it? 

Griffith: There is a possibility. There is no doubt that they were ejected from 
the building. . 

Gray (110): I said does it sound plausible to you that this beating up could 
have occurred without your hearing some kind of a racket. When thirty men beat up 
five, it makes a ‘noise. Does it sound reasonable it could have occurred without 
your hearing it? 

Griffith: I knew something unreasonable occurred, but I did not see any one 
thrown out or sapped out. 

Gray (110): You are not answering my questions. Does it sound reasonable 
that it could have occurred without your hearing the noise? 

Griffith: Not if they were putting up a big fight. 

Gray (110): Also, Fellow Worker Griffith, you were one of those who were 
in this controversy on the other side. Is it reasonable that they should have beaten 
these fellows up and left you alone in the building and not bothered you? 

Grifith: At that particular time I hadn’t taken any particluar side with any one. 
I had attended none of their -meetings. ; 

Gray~(110): You mentioned that you got sixteen years some place. Wherd 
was this? 

Chairman Welinder: That has nothing to do with this controversy. 

Broman (120): Did you ever, in your association with Rowan, hear any reference 
made to a split in the I. W. W.? 

Griffith: Well, I might state that I didn’t hear it specifically stated that there 
was going to be one, but I will state for the benefit of these delegates when we were 
discussing where to hold the convention. Rowan was strong for Spokane. I 
explained to him that that would be a deliberate attempt on our part to split the 
I W. W., and I had considerable trouble trying to get them to agree on Chicago. 
Finally they agreed on Chicago. 

Broman (120): Did you ever hear any hints of 120 going into the box? 

Griffith: Well, it is rather hard to state you heard a man state specifically. I 
heard it a couple of times, which led me to think that they might be. I said I 
didn’t want to see any split and will not stand for one. 

Broman (120): When the Board set the convention at 180 West Washington 
Street, did you know that Doyle had set the convention at Emmet Memorial Hall? 

Griffith: No, I did not. I don’t recall that I knew that for a certainty. In 
regard to making the call for the convention I will state that the day before, you 
can see by the minutes, they planned to ‘set the date for the convention, I finally 
persuaded them not to do so, because I realized unless the two dates were practically 
together it would cause a split, and I went down to the 310 conference and they 
asked me to set the date. I raised the point, and I thought they were holding back 
and'knew the date which Doyle and Fisher had set. Finally they pulled out a 
circular letter, I believe, signed by Doyle setting the date for one. I asked them 
if I could have it, but they stated it was the only copy they had. I said, “Give it 
to me,” and I put it in my pocket. I got them to meet again the next day and they 
set the date he had called for. I went down, signed the statement and gave it to 
him. I realized that a split convention would be no convention at all. 

Broman (120): Was any opposition shown to that date? 

Griffith: Well, no. I. U. 440 had recommended that date. If you will refer 
to those minutes you will see where they did not concur. I did not care ‘about 
consenting until I knew we could get a uniform date. 


Broman (120): Had the Board made arrangements for the hall at 180 West 
Washington Street for the convention before they knew that the convention called 
by Doyle had been scheduled to meet in this hall? 


Griffith: I was instructed to get out and get a hall. I went out and got dates for 
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and I finally decided 180 West Washington Street 
They wanted me to go down and pay for 
ld them to leave it alone for a little while, 


two or three different places, 
was about the most centrally located. 
it, but I didn’t have any money. I to 
Finally 
out the receipt he said, ‘“Do you want the receipt made out in your name or mine?” 

I said, “It is immaterial to me, but according to your minutes, with which you 
haven’t conformed at all, all bills are supposed to be paid by me.” e 

Ireally thought it was better for one man to pay the bills, because in that way 

I could get an absolute check on the expenses. @ 

Broman (120): I understood you to say no when you set the date for the 
convention. 

Griffith: What do you mean? 

Broman (120): What I mean is you didn’t know that Doyle had set the date 


for the convention here when you selected 180 West Washington Street for the 
place of the convention. 

Griffith: I am not quite positive on that. 

Grad (120): Fellow Worker Griffith, did I. U. 310, 120 and 520 pay their per 
capita to the G. E. B.? 

Griffith: Did they pay it, you mean? 

Grad (120): Yes. 

Griffith: Why, from the financial statements you will see where the money has 
been advanced by 120, that is to the G. O. C. through the G. E. B. members by paying 
the expenses of the G. E. B. According to the minutes of the 310 convention 
Buchwald cannot pay any more, but whether they are still doing it or not I can not 
say 


Rowan became insistent and went down. When he was in there making 


P — Have you any idea how much more Daly paid per capita for the 

Griffith: Not any more than that statement shows, That is the only account that 
I have. If there has been any more paid since, I have no report Otte 

Chairman Welinder: We have those statements ready for the Auditing Com- 
mittee. 

Grad (120): Have you any idea how much money 120 has on hand? 

Griffith: No, I have not. 

Mattson (210-220): What do you know about Bowerman being a Thiel 
detective? 

Griffith: I know nothing about it at all. 

Mattson (210-220): How about Raddock being a stool pigeon? 

Griffith: I don’t know anything about it. 

Mattson (210-220): Did you make any attempt to investigate the fraudulent 
ballots of 510? 

Griffith: No. 

Mattson (210-220): Is it true you stood at the edge of the woods and just as 
soon as you found out you were lost you came to this convention to repudiate your 
former actions? 

Griffith: No, I did not. - 

Erwin (230): You were a delegate of the convention last year, were you not? 

Griffith: Yes. 

Erwin (230): You read the discussion that was brought up when the new plan 
was being discussed before voting on it, did you not? 

Griffith: Yes. 

Erwin (230): Do you remember any particular discussion about a two-thirds 
majority? 

Griffith: Yes, I do. 

Erwin (230): How was that interpreted by the delegates? Was that interpreted 
in calling a G. E. B. session, or in deciding matters after they were called? 
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Griffith: I was under the impression it was for calling Board meetings together. 
{ might interpret it one way, and somebody else in another. 

Erwin (230): You did not interpret it to mean it takes a two-thirds majority 
to call it a session? 

Griffith: No, I did not. 

Erwin (230): There is an item here of $1 for postage, just what is that for? 

Griffith: The one marked $1 for 120? 

Erwin (230): Yes. 

Griffith: All bills were supposed to be paid by me, and he was short $1 on 
postage stamps. He did not know the exact amount, but I gave him $1. He got 
the stamps at the post office and put them on there. Whether he has a receipt in his 
accounts for that I do not know. 

The one for $5 signed by Raddock on No. 11 is for stamps. I was told to give 
Raddock $5 for stamps. The receipt says, “For postage stamps to be used on 
bulletins to be sent out,” and is signed by him. I have never received any vouchers 
covering that $5. He might have some himself, but he never gave me any vouchers 
for it. 

Here is one signed by P. D. Ryan for $18 for bills to be paid by him. You 
will find the bills paid by him for $18 in there. I don’t know whether they are on 
my statement or not. There were $18 to be paid out by the G. E. B., consequently 
I gave him the $18 and he gave me a receipt for it. The receipt is with his own bills. 

Here is one signed by Bowerman for $21. That receipt calls for one voucher 
of $5.15, one for $1.15, one for $4, and several others. I advanced him $10, I 
believe when he returned these vouchers, which I kicked on, because you can see 
in what shape they were in when he returned them to me signed by him. He also 
gave me the other bills, and I signed the receipt. ; 

Erwin (230): Everything on the official statement checked up all right, but 
we couldn’t find any vouchers to cover these personal receipts. f 

Griffith: The $5.15 is for money spent for postage and is covered by a receipt. 
The receipt is in there. 

Erwin (230): Here is one for $1.15 and one for $4, which makes it $5.15. 

Griffith: Those are the only receipts he returned to me, and I had to accept 
them. ‘ 

Here is one for $2 for carfare and storing bulletins. They sent me out a 
great many times. I had to store some bulletins and I had to go and get them. I 
probably spent in the neighborhood of $10 or $12, but I marked down $2. 

Swanson (810): Fellow Worker Griffith, did you ever hear Fellow Worker 
Buchwald and the Secretary of 310 talk about a split in the organization? 

Griffith: No, I did not. 

- Swanson (310): You don’t know anything about his writing letters to members 
in the field in regard to this? 

Griffith: No, I do not know anything about any letters. 

Nelson (310): I believe you stated that after the G. E. B. was ejected you 
did not see any of them for a day and a half? 

Griffith: I think so. I didn’t see them that evening, and I am positive I didn’t 
see them the next day. 

Nelson (310): The next time you saw them did any of them look as though 
they had been in a fight? 

Griffith: Rowan looked as though he had been in a fight, yes. 

Schwandt (330): You say you were down at 510 and 310 at the time this 
ejection was going on at headquarters? 

Griffith: I was standing at the bookkeeper’s desk, I believe, of 310. 

Schwandt (330): In one of these statements you put out you said gunmen and 
Sangsters came to the offices of 310 and 120 shortly after that. Is that correct? 

Griffith: I didn’t see any gunmen. 
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Henrikson (330): Referring to these receipts, as far as I understand they are 


personal receipts, and you know that personal receipts are not accepted in this 


organization? 
Griffith: Well, as far as those receipts are concerned, those receipts were turned 


back to me on money I advanced. On the back of those receipts you will see what 
the money was spent for. That was the best I could do. 

Henrikson (330): Those receipts are not acceptable, and how can you pay 
money on account? 

Griffith: If I give you $10 to go and do a certain thing, why I must accept the 
receipt. Supposing you take a cab, the only receipt you get is that check, and 
if you get some stationery you usually geti a receipt for that. The only money I am 
personally responsible for is the money I spend myself. 

If I am ordered to give Raddock $5, I take his receipt for it, and if he doesn’t come 
back and give me a voucher for that $5 I am not to blame for it. 

If I give you $10 and you sign a receipt for that $10, you then go down and 
don’t perform the errand you were supposed to, I can’t help it. 

Henrikson (330): If you gave a man $10 to spend for a certain purpose, you 
are responsible for that $10 until he returned a voucher for what he spent the money 
for. 

Griffith: Yes, but those vouchers are all I could get. 

Chuba (440): Fellow Worker Griffith, do you think if five members of the 
L. W. W. would sign my name to an application for an injunction against the 
I. W. W. I would be guilty of doing so? 

Griffith: What do you mean? 

Chuba (440): If I would sign my name to an application for an injunction 
would I be guilty of signing that application blank for an injunction against the 
I. W. W., and would I violate the rules or the principles of the organization? 

. Griffith: That depends upon how you interpret that. You are practically asking 
me whether I am guilty. 

Chuba(440): How do you feel about that? 

Griffith: Well, I don’t feel at that time I did. I stated before I thought my 
actions were justified, and I still think they were up to the time this convention met. 
If I had thought I was beaten after the convention met I would probably have left 
town. 

Chuba (440): Didn’t you violate the principles of the I. W. W. by putting your 
name on that? : 

Griffith: I have stated before, in my opinion I did not. 

Chuba (440): How did you leave 1001 West Madison Street? 

Griffith: I walked down the steps. 

Chuba (440): Who was with you? 

Griffith: I was alone. 

Chuba (440): Was that after the rest went out? 

Griffith: Yes. 

Chuba (440): How soon after? 

Griffith: About fifteen or twenty minutes after. 

Chuba (440): Did you see any fight on the sidewalk? 

Griffith: I knew there had been a fight on the sidewalk. 

Chuba (440): Well, then there couldn’t have been a fight if you didn’t see it. 


Griffith: If you see a man with his face all cracked up you have a pretty fair 
idea he was in some kind of a fight whether you saw it or not. 


Chuba (440): That might have happened downtown. I saw a man down here 
with his face bandaged up, but I don’t know where it happened. 


Thompson (440): You stated you were at 1001 West Madison Street when the 
G. E, B. was ready to leave. I want to ask you if you saw anybody around there 
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with the appearance of a gunman? I am under the impression there were gunmen 
there. What gunman was there, with the possible exception of Raddock? 

Fisher (110): I object to that question. 

Chairman Welinder: This question has been asked about forty times anyway, 
and he explicitly stated every time that he has never seen any one with guns, 
plackjacks or anything. He didn’t even see the fight. 

Thompson (440): That wasn’t what I asked. I asked him whether he saw 
any one who had the appearance of a gunman? 

Griffith: It is rather hard to describe how a gunman looks. Do you mean a wild 
west gunman? [I don’t recall any one looking different from any ordinary human 
being? 

Thompson (440): Did you see anybody around there who was not a member of 
the I. W. W.? 

Griffith: I did not. d S 

Speed (510): I would like to ask if the literature that has been circulated about 
men being’ driven out of office would have any bad effect upon the conditions of the 
boys in California, would you be willing to sign a statement denying by your 
own experience in the general office and repudiating the statement as a general 
organizer of the I. W. W. and as a member of that particular faction, that you 
saw anything of the kind going on? 

Griffith: I will sign a statement that I did not see these things. 

Speed (510): You will sign a statement of that kind for the benefit of the boys 
in California? 

Griffith: Yes, and for your benefit I will state that a fellow worker came to 
me from California and asked me about the same situation. At the present time 
it is beyond me to draw up a statement to counteract anything that is out in the 
field in the state of California, because I do not know what they want, but if you 
will find out what kind of a statement they wish to counteract that, I will sign it. 

Ruimbaugh (Small I. U.’s): Did you see a lot of Vangsness about the last of July? 

Griffith: Yes, I did. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s.): Did he have his jaw bandaged up, or did he 
seem to be suffering from a fractured jaw in any way? 

Griffith: I could see he was suffering, but whether it was a fracture or not I 
do not know, I am not a surgeon. He seemed to have been struck with something, 
but I don’t know anything about that particular fight. 

Ruth Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s.): I was just wondering whether or not he was. 

Griffith: The last time I saw him he wasn’t. 

Chairman Welinder: Fellow Worker Griffith, you wanted to recall this statement, 
you wanted to speak on it in your closing argument. 

Griffith: In regard to these charges, No. 1 aiding in splitting the I. W. W., no; 
disruption of the I. W. W., I will state no; going into capitalistic court and hiring 
an attorney with I. W. W. money together with James Rowan, Anderson, Ryan, 
and Bowerman for personal protection, I will plead guilty to going into a capitalist 
court and hiring a lawyer, but not for personal protection; getting out an injunction 
on headquarters, I will have to plead guilty to that; refusing absolutely to settle 
this controversy, I will plead not guilty to that. 

In regard to these charges, I do not wish any sympathy. I do not wish you 
Fellow Worker Delegates to think that I came to this convention when I decided that 
I was beaten. as one of the delegates suggested. I had nothing like that in my mind, 
and if I had had I could have very easily left town, and taken all the receints and 
records and evervthing, and it might have been some time before you could have over- 
hauled them. I do not wish the convention to think that I had any such idea in mind. 

I was trying to call a convention for one. I made a statement to a fellow worker 
and the same statement to Grady that I thought it would be two or three days 
before they got together. 
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Before I start in to defend myself I will try to defend others. Tn regard to 
Fellow Worker Anderson, member of 210-220, I do not think he should In anya 
be implicated. McMurphy, you can hardly, in my opinion, implicate him any more than 
if he came in here. He did not attend any of the Board meetings of the members, 
nor did he try to exercise any of the functions of the Secretary-Treasurer. I stated 
in a letter, which I am sorry through no fault of my own I haven’t before me, 
here are two members of that Board who, in my opinion, should not be charged 
with anything. About the others I have nothing to say. 

~ In regard to myself, I am well aware how the majority of the membership feel. 
I can not say, and do not say that I believe in capitalist courts, and as far as this 
controversy is concerned, while I may, in your opinion, be guilty I wish you to 
distinctly understand I have at no time had any desire to split the I. W. W. I will 
not state to you how long I have been a member, because I wish that to be disre- 
garded entirely. I wish to be judged absolutely by what I did, not what I did in the 
past. I wish to stand in front of you the same as a member of any other society at 
large, consequently I want to be judged the same. 

I deny the allegation that I had any intention of getting any personal gain 
or any office or anything whatsoever out of this controversy. As I stated before, 
I am very sorry I stepped into that post office and received that wire. I am well aware 
of the fact that you are tired. You have heard practically all of the evidence, and 
I will ask you, if I am to be expelled I want no referendum. I have no desire to 
start an endless controversy on that. 

I want to make this statement, if I am expelled that does not mean I do not 
believe in the Preamble. I have no desire to go out and state I have been mistreated 
by this organization. I don’t want you to think or to be influenced at all but if 
I am needed in that court, even if I am expelled, you understand, I will still go 
through with it. If I am needed down there I will go down there and do my very 
best to get this injunction lifted, but I don’t want this held in my favor. 

Remember this, I will not state I did not get a fair trial from this organization. 
I have not made any statements here with any idea of getting any leniency. I do 
not like to stand up here and make a defense. 

Sometimes I have been asked questions which have implicated other men. I 
didn’t care to answer those questions because those men were not here to defend 
themselves. You would not like to be accused yourselves, nor would you like to 
have been in my position. I didn’t like it either. 

In closing I am going to ask you again, if I am expelled I want no referendum. 
I thank you. 


Chairman Welinder: We will now clean up a few of these matters here. 


CHARLES GIBSON 


Monday Morning Session, November 3rd 


Chairman Welinder: Fellow Worker Gibson, you may have half an hour for 
your statement. 


Gibson: Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates: I would like 
to know if there are any charges against me. 

Chairman Welinder: There are no others than the charges I am sure you have 
seen in the resolution of Fellow Worker Doyle. I believe that is all. That being 
the case, I think we should submit our questions in order. 

Leonard (310): Fellow Worker Gibson belongs to the G. E. B. 

Chairman Welinder: He is open for questioning. 

Gibson: I am ready for questioning, if any one has questions to ask. I may 
say this much: This resolution was on the table, I read it and I told them to put 
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my name on it, that I sanctioned it. That is why I didn’t know who seconded it 
I did not see it since I came back here. 

Chairman Welinder: If you don’t care to make any statement, Fellow Worker, 
we will let you proceed with the questioning in the regular order. 

Gibson: That is all right. ; 

Chuba (440): What do you know about M. T. W. 510 raising its dues and 
initiation fees? 

Gibson: I don’t know anything about any of them, only Chicago. 

Chuba (440): What do you know about Chicago? When did you come there? 

Gibson: In October. 7 

Chuba (440): MDidn’t you know the initiation fees and dues were raised in, 510? 
Since when were you a member of the G. E. B.? 

Gibson: In July, the 21st of July, I got my credentials. 

Chuba (440): You didn’t know anything about the raising of dues in 510? 

Gibson: When they passed that resolution, they passed it in the G. HE. B. 
meeting. 

Chuba (440): Let me see it. Then you knew the initiation and dues were 
raised in 510? 

Gibson: No, I thought it was an assessment. 

Chuba (440): Didn’t you sign your name? 

Gibson: I told them to put my name on it. ’ 

Chuba (440): Can’t you write? 

Gibson: Yes. 

Chuba (440): Were you in favor of that? 

Gibson: I was. 

Chuba (440): Do you think any I. U. could raise its initiation and dues without 
the consent of the membership? 

Gibson: That was taken up. 

Chuba (440): I mean in the whole I. W. W. Is there not a rule that it be taken 
up with the membership? 

Gibson: There is a rule, but it is a foolish rule. 

Chuba (440): That question was taken up with the membership in 510, you 
say? 

Gibson: I heard it was. 

Chuba (440): Did the members in 510 vote on that? 

Gibson: I was told so. 

Chuba (440): Did you ever see the ballot? 

Gibson: I did. 

Chuba (440): How do you know the membership was in favor of it? 

Gibson: I heard nothing until I came to Chicago. 

Chuba: How did you know it then? 

Gibson: Somebody in the office said so. 

Chuba (440): I want to see the proof. Did you just take the word of some 
fellow worker? 


Gibson: I was told so. 

Henrikson (330): Fellow Worker Gibson, have you not anything to add in 
regard to the controversy in addition to what you said the other time you were on 
this floor? 

Gibson: I can state the reason that made me come here. What I saw in the 
310 bulletin made me come here. 

Henrikson (330): You stated that the last time. Have you anything to add? 
If not, I think it is only a waste of time to question you. 

Gibson: I don’t believe I have. 

Sanjour (330): Were you at headquarters at the time of the ousting of the 
G. E. B.? 

Gibson: I was. 
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Sanjour: At the time that motion was made in regard to raising dues, who was 
present at the meeting? ‘ 

Gibson: Fisher, Linn, Monoldi, Gilday and Doyle. 

Sanjour (330): In regard to the motion made by you and seconded by Monoldi, 
are you sure that is right? 

Gibson: Iam not sure. I don’t know who seconded it. I didn’t sign it myself, 
I told them to sign it. In fact, I thought it was me only. 

Nelson (310): When you signed your name to that resolution, didn’t you 
know you were violating the Constitution? 

Gibson: The Constitution says you shall notify within sixty days. 

Nelson (310): It says the initiation is to be two dollars and the dues fifty 
cents a month. Didn’t you know you were violating the Constitution? 

Gibson: The Constitution contradicts itself. It has two parts. 

Leonard (310): When you made the motion to concur with that, in regard to 
the initiation and dues, you knew the general membership of the I. W. W. in the 
last six months or so had voted twice not in favor of raising the initiation and dues, 
did you not? 

Gibson: Yes. 

Leonard (310): Still you thought it was right to raise the initiation and dues 
in 510? ; 

Gibson: I didn’t know they wanted to raise the initiation and dues. They could 
have put that in as assessment the same as they have done in some other industrial 
unions. 

Leonard (310): In this meeting, was anything said about raising the initiation 
and dues? 

Gibson: There was a little discussion. 

Leonard (310): Yes, a little discussion. Were any in favor of raising the 
initiation and dues in 510? : 

Gibson: We discussed how to raise the money, assessment or something of that 
kind. The members were in the hall all the time. : 

Leonard (310): You yourself were in favor of raising them? 

Gibson: Raising money? “Yes. 

Leonard (810): In what way? 

Gibson: In any way they could do it best. 

Swanson °(310): Did you know the whole Pacific Coast was opposed to this 
matter of raising the dues? 

Gibson: No. 

Swanson (310): Did you know that after those ballots went out the biggest 
part of the Pacific Coast refused to even vote on them? 

Gibson: I did not. I was in the hills of Wyoming. I didn’t even know the 
ballots went out. 

Swanson. (310): Did they discuss raising the dues at all? 

Gibson: I don’t remember. ; 

Swanson: In raising these funds? 

Gibson: Not that I know of. 

Chairman Welinder: Fellow Worker Oberman, will you read that resolution? 

Oberman (110): WHERBAS, the financial condition of M. T. W. 510 has grown 
steadily worse since the Fifteenth Annual Convention of the I. W. W.; and 

WHEREAS, Industrial Union 510 is now staggering under a debt which greatly 
nee ae oe ums industry and makes impossible 
of the obligation is placing this Tee Ur hon ca nn be and 

PM VED thet the c 7 nion on an unsound basis; therefore be it 
MEE, to proceed x eneral Executive Board instruct the general organizer of 

_: Y: o put into effect a retrenchment program that will establish 
the Marine Transport Workers Industrial Union 510 upon a sound financial basis and 
aid -... ae "a building up a powerful organization; and be it further 

, that since the panign: of 510 have shown by a large vote that 
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i they are awake to the critical financial condition of their union and the need for im- 
provement the General Executive Board hereby instructs the general organizer of the 
I. W. W. to cooperate with the proper officials of Industrial Union 510 with a view of 
\ 4ncreasing the revenue so the Industrial Union may function. 
Linn, yes 
3 Monoldi, yes 
Gibson, yes 
I Fisher, yes 1. 
Gilday, concurs” 
J It does not say carried or anything else. 
i Swanson (310): Did you at that time instruct Fisher or any time afterwards 
regarding dues or initiations of 510? 
Gibson (510): I did not. : 
Swanson (310): He took it upon his own shoulders? You didn’t give him any 
instructions regarding that matter at all? 
Gibson: No. 
Swanson (310): You say you were in the headquarters at the time the officials 
were ousted? 3 
7 Gibson: Yes. 
. Swanson (310): What floor? 
; Gibson: The second. 
Swanson (310): Did you see the fight on the street? 
Gibson: No, I did not. I was in 280 office. I didn’t know that there was a fight. 
Swanson (310): Who else was on the second floor? 
Gibson: Buchwald and his bookkeeper, Daly and his bookkeeper, Young, Griffin, 
Martin, several stenographers. 
Erwin (280): Was Grady on the second floor at the time? 
J Gibson: I don’t know. ' 
Oates (210-220): Were you in headquarters when the G. E. B. was meeting? 
How many days have you been in Chicago. 
Gibson: Eight, I believe. 
Oates (210-220): What is your reason for not attending that board meeting? 
Gibson: What board meeting? 
, Oates (210-220): That Rowan and those others were holding at general head- 


quarters. 
Gibson: It was not called through the regular channels. It was illegal. 
r Oates (210): Not a two-thirds majority? 


Gibson: No, the general organizer didn’t call it. 
i Oates (210): Where were you when the board meeting was called? 
Gibson: What board meeting do you mean? 
Oates (210): The one they wanted from July 12 to 15th. 
Gibson: I was in Casper, Wyoming. : 
Oates (210): Did they send you notification there was going to be a board meet- 


ing? 
Gibson: They sent a telegram. 
f Oates (210): Did they tell you what it was about? 


Gibson: No, I told you the last time I thought there was trouble to be settled. 
i; Oates (210): Did you receive any communication from Fellow Worker Fisher? 
I Gibson: I received a communication from the outgoing G. E. B. member of 120. 
ie Oates (210): It was only a personal matter? 
ef Gibson: Yes. ‘ 
a Oates (210): He advised you not to attend? . 
Gibson: Nobody advised me not to attend. When I came through Orleans I 
y  Yeceived this 310 bulletin and I knew there was something wrong in headquarters. 
Oates (210): Without any information. You knew it was only a personal matter 
y and you would not come? 
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Gibson: That is what I thought. I didn’t think it was important enough to have 
a special meeting. I thought the matters would be settled by this time in the regular 
G. E. B. meeting. 

Oates (210): What matters? 

Gibson: Any matters. 

Oates (210): How did you know? You said you didn’t receive any word what 
it was for. ss 

Gibson: I told you already that Vangsness sent me a communication and, recom- 
mendations for the special meeting. 

Oates (210): Did you know when they called you to: the G. E. B. meeting there 
were to be charges preferred against the general organizer? 


Gibson: No. < 
Oates (210): Did you inquire what the meeting was for? 
Gibson: No. 


Oates (210): Still you thought it was important and you didn’t inquire what it 
was about? 

Gibson: I knew what it recommended. That is all I know. They have never 
written me anything. I kept in touch with the general organizer. After I voted on 
this meeting, he sent me a communication and told me there was no meeting, that 
is there was going to be no G. E. B. meeting. _ 

Oates (210): Who sent that? 

Gibson: Fisher, the general organizer. 

Oates (210): Who brought you into Chicago? 

Gibson: I brought myself in. 

Oates (210): Did you come in response to another wire? 

Gibson: Yes. 

Oates (210): From whom? 

Gibson: Fisher, the general organizer. 

Oates (210): Was there a two-thirds majority on that wire? 

Gibson: I saw what was going wrong at headquarters and decided to come on. 

Oates (210): When you got here Rowan was holding a G. E. B. meeting at 1001 
W. Madison Street. Did you attend any of those meetings? 

Gibson: No, they never told me. They had already acted on it. They had 
suspended the general organizer before I got to town. 

Oates (210): On what date were they put out of the general headquarters? 

Gibson: The 29th. 

Oates (210): Still you could attend a meeting with Joe Fisher and them on July 
22nd. : 

Gibson: We tried to cooperate. We tried to get them all to meet, but they 
would not cooperate with us. 

Oates (210): Did you make any attempt to meet with Rowan and these fellows? 

Gibson: They had us all in one room and we finally got together, but the other 
fellows would not cooperate, so what could you do with such men? 

Oates (210): Then you maintain the reason you would not attend that meeting 
with Rowan and the other fellows was because there was not a two-thirds majority 
calling it? 

Gibson: Yes. 

Oates (210): You attended this meeting with Fellow Worker Fisher and Linn on 
the call of whom? 

Gibson: The general organizer. 

Oates (210): Then the general organizer has power to call a meeting? 

Gibson: The Constitution says so. 

Oates (210): Then, has the G. E. B. the power? 

Gibson: The G. E. B., yes. 

Oates (210): On majority vote? 

Gibson: Two-thirds. 


Oates (210): Then it only takes the organizer with one vote to have the 
to. call the meeting. 

Gibson: What? 

Oates (210): Has the organizer any ri : 2 
Me cclling of the Reine? y right to vote a two-thirds majority vote 

Gibson: Yes, I guess he has. 

Oates (210): In other words, he is supreme over the G. E. B. 

: eo He must be. He is the general organizer elected by the I. W. W. as a 

whole. 
Oates (210): Is it not a fact his duties as general organizer are to cal! the board 
into session when it is meeting at the call of the G. E. B. and then to obey 
tions of the G. KE. B.? Do you take that to be his duties? : 

Gibson: Well, I take his duties to be as the Constitution says. 
ing shall be called by the general organizer or vote of the G. E. B. 
Oates (210): Do you think the reason the G. E. B. didn’t get a two-thirds ma- 
jority was because there were charges to be preferred a 
Joe Fisher? 

Gibson: Ido not know about that. 

Oates (210): You don’t know? When you knew there were charges to be pre- 
ferred against Joe Fisher, why didn’t you sit with the board and hear the charges? 

Gibson: I didn’t know there were any charges until I came to Chicago. Then 
I heard they had already ousted them. 

Oates (210): You were here eight days and didn’t hear any charges? 

Gibson: I didn’t know these charges were against Fisher until I came to Chicago. 

Oates (210): Well you were in Chicago eight days. 

Grad (120): Did you know there was a governing power between the convention 
and the I. W. W.? 

Gibson: The G. E. B. 

Grad (120): Did you approve of Rowan and these men sitting in the G. E. B. 
meeting on July 29th? 

Gibson: They had a right to. 

Grad (120): Are they G. E. B. members? 

Gibson: They were representing their industrial unions by the sanction of the 
membership. 

Grad (120): Did you approve of the general organizer having two votes on 
some motions? 

Gibson: He didn’t have any two votes. 

Grad (120): I thought he did have. 

Gibson:- No he didn’t. 

Grad (120): Did you read the report of the G. E. B. meeting of the month of 
May? 

Gibson: Yes I did. 

Grad (120): Didn’t the general organizer take two votes? 

Gibson: He took one vote. There were quite a few votes in the month of 
March. There were tie votes and Fisher voted the deciding vote as chairman. 

Henrikson (330): Fellow Worker Grad’s question is to the effect that there 
were quite a few motions and Fisher voted twice. 

Gibson: There was a tie vote. 

Murray (120): If a member that does not belong to the G. E. B. seconds the 
motion, has he had a vote in the G. E. B. meeting? 

Gibson: No. 

Murray (120): Why was he allowed to second the motion in the G. E. B. meet- 
mg? 

Gibson: What meeting was that? 

Murray (120): That is what it says on here. 
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Gibson: That must be a mistake. 
Murray (120): Fellow Worker Monoldi seconded the motion, didn’t he? 


Gibson: I guess he concurred. 
Murray (120): Why was he allowed to second the motion? 
Gibson: That must be a mistake. I understood that he represented 330 member. 
ship and that they gave him the power. 
Murray (120): Has that mistake ever been rectified? 
Gibson: What? 
Murray (120): Has that mistake ever been rectified? 
Gibson: I don’t know. 
Murray (120): Did the G. E. B, investigate the fraudulent ballots or was Fisher 
self-appointed to investigate? I mean the 510 ballots. 
Gibson: I don’t know anything about the 510 ballots. 
Murray (120): Did you refuse to vote at the G. E. B. meeting when they were 
called in to 1001? cS 
Gibson: I didn’t go. 
Murray (120): Did you refuse to go? 
Gibson: Nobody asked me. 
Broman (120): What date was this resolution adopted? 
Gibson: The 29th. 
Broman (120): The 29th of what? 
Gibson: Of July. 
Broman (120): What date was the 510 ballot issued in regard to raising the 
initiation and dues? 
Gibson: I don’t know. 
Broman (120): Do you understand what retrenchment means? 
Gibson: It means some kind of a way to raise funds. 
Broman (120): Retrenchment policy in regard to finances means to raise funds, 
does it? 
Gibson: That is what I understand. 
Broman (120): When the G. E. B. regulates the financial affairs of any industrial 
union, does that industrial union have anything to do with it? 
Gibson: I should think it has. I believe the members have something to do 
with it too. . 
Broman (120): I am asking you this: When the G. E. B. regulates the financial 
affairs of any industrial union, does that industrial union have anything to do with 
that regulation? (No response) 
Do you know? 1 ~ 
Gibson: The. membership should have something to say about it. 
Broman (120): You think, then, that the G. E. B. and the membership can both 
regulate the same thing at the same time? 
Gibson: They can cooperate, can’t they? 
Broman (120): What caused you to come to Chicago? 
Gibson: I knew there was something wrong. 
Broman (120): You knew there was something wrong? You came here with 
the idea of adjusting the wrong? 
Gibson: Yes. 
Broman (120): Do you know how 510 elects its representatives on the G. E. B.? 
Gibson: No, I don’t. ; 
Broman (120): You don’t know? How did you know that Gilday was the rep- 
resentative? 
Gibson: He came with a piece of paper and said he was sent over there. 
Broman (120): You would have seated me, then, if I came with a slip of paper? 
Gibson: No. 
Broman (120): How did you know that Gilday was the right man? 
Gibson: He had a 510 seal on his paper. 
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Hanson (110): Did you ever at any time around headquarters see any guns or 
hi-jacks? 

Gibson: No. 

Chairman Welinder: Did you yourself at any time in headquarters carry a gun 
or weapon of any time? 

Gibson: ‘No. 

Swanson (310): Do I understand that you were in the general headquarters at 
the time Rowan and his faction were sent from there? 

Gibson: Yes. 

Swanson (310): You said you were on the second floor? Were you in the 
room where the G. E. B. were? 

Gibson: In the 230 office. 

Swanson (310): Who else was there? 

Gibson: I don’t remember how many were in there. 

Swanson (310): You said Martin was in there. 

Gibson: He was at the other end of the building. 

Swanson (310): Somewhere around 210? 

Gibson: No, around 220. 

Swanson (310): You didn’t hear any one say, “We don’t trust you. You had 
better stay in here.” 

Gibson: I was-on the other side. 

Oates (210): Did you know before the officials were ejected they were going to 
be ejected? 

Gibson: We had to do something. We had to cooperate. That is why we sus- 
pended them. 

Oates (210): Did you at any time try to institute recall proceedings? 

Gibson: The first meeting we called we told the secretary to send for the mem- 
bers. 

Oates (210): Did you approve of the action? 

Gibson: I don’t know. 

Oates (210): You agreed among yourselves that they were to be put out of 1001? 

Gibson: Yes. 

Murray (120): How many voted to put out the G. E. B.? 

Gibson: Fisher, Gibson, Linn voted to suspend; Monoldi and Gilday concurred. 
Nobody voted to put out the G. E. B. 

Chairman Welinder: In answer to the previous question, you said the G. E. B. 
agreed among themselves to put them out of the building. Did you have an agree- 
ment among yourselves to put them out of the building or to suspend them? 

Gibson: We voted to suspend. 

Murray (120): Did you know that thing was coming off to put them out of the 
building? You said once you did agree among yourselves to put them out of the 
building? 

Gibson: I am mixed up. 

Jordan (110): It seems there were in headquarters one legal and one so-called 
rump G. E. B. Did they agree to leave headquarters when they were ordered to 
leave? ; 


Gibson: I didn’t hear that. 

Jordan (110): You said there was one legal G. E. B. that you were a member 
of, then there was arump G. E. B. Did the rump G. E. B. agree to leave when the 
members of the rank and file told them to leave headquarters? 

Gibson: I don’t think they did. 

Mann (110): Fellow Worker Gibson, did you talk to any one on July 29 before 
the G. E. B. was evicted from headquarters and tell any one to tell them to get out 
of there? \ 


Gibson: No. 
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Mann (110): That is all I want to know. You said you were on the second floor 
where 310 and 110 are situated. What were you doing? 

Gibson: I was in the 230 office. 

Mann (110): Could you see everything that was going on? 


Gibson: Yes. 
Mann (110): Did you see anybody come down from the office armed with weapons 


trying to hold these secretaries at bay? 


Gibson: No. ; 
Mann (110): You didn’t see anything unusual happen? 
Gibson: No. 


Chariman Welinder: You may have ten minutes if you want it for your closing 
argument. 

Gibson: Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates: I am not a 
politician and I am not a speaker. I was elected on 230 the third time, this time 
against my will. When Miller resigned I had to take his place. 


I didn’t intend to come to Chicago until I came to New Orleans and received this 
310 bulletin. There were two pieces. I believe one was “‘Officialdom in Sacrifice” or 
some such name and the other one was by Buchwald. 


Then I understood there were two different groups in headquarters and one group 
was trying to shove the other out without the regular channels. When one group got 
into power they were endorsed by the industrial unions and the other group was there 
by the vote of the I. W. W. members and they were trying to oust the members out 
of the office and install their own men I suppose who got defeated in the last election. 


I came to this convention. I have never been at conventions before, and I don’t 
know how to proceed with making reports so I suppose I made a fool out of myself. 
But what is the matter with the I. W. W.? The trouble has been going on for years. 
What is the matter with it? We have the preamble and the universal ideas in the 
preamble which fit the whole world. It says in the last paragraph, “ You must 
organize.”’ 


There is that clause in the Constitution which says you must pay two dollar initia- 
tion fee and fifty cents a month dues. A couple of years back in Omaha the packing 
house men were on strike and they were willing to organize. They didn’t have the 
money, because they couldn’t pay the two dollars. The fellow worker wrote: into 
the Chicago G. E. B. to see if he could not cut the initiation fee down. The G. E. B. 
bawled him out. ,The psychological moment was lost and the I. W. W. lost some 
members by having that clause in the Constitution. 


The textile workers in the East, women getting eight dollars a week and some of 
the men getting twenty. dollars a week, why should they pay the same initiation fees 
as men getting ten dollars a day. Two bits are enough for these people. 


There is another order of longshoremen in Philadelphia. They have a strong 
local, one of the strongest locals, the marine transport workers. They wanted to put 
the assessment against not the I. W. W. members but the Philadelphia local. The 
Constitution says, ‘“‘No,” and that local was thrown out of the I .W. W. I worked 
as a longshoremen myself, and I know they must, have these assessments in order to 
protect themselves. They are mostly married men and the longshore work like in 
New Orleans is seasonal. 


They get good wages and when the work picks up the men from around come in. 
They work while the work lasts. If they can’t get in cheap, they won’t join. They 
tear their cards up and say, “Oh, hell, we can join over again when the work starts 
up. It will be cheaper.” 

If we are going to be universal, how are the German workers going to pay the 
same dues as the workers in America? They have not the same standard of wages 
and they can’t do it. The fact is the preamble is universal and that clause in the Consti- 
tution makes the Constitution universal. That clause does not belong to the I. W. 
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W. Constitution at all. It belongs in every industrial union’s by-laws. It i i 
- . Itis 

the L W. W. preamble. y 1s against 

By striking out that clause, you will make it universal and we can organize any- 
where. 

oe ted m any shape or form the I. W. W. preamble, which I didn’t intend 
to do; but if I did, you can expel me if you find me guilty, and you don’t need to 
put it to referendum either. That is all I have to say. 


MONOLDI 


Monday Morning Session, November 3rd 


Chairman Welinder: Are you ready to have Monoldi on the floor? 

Monoldi: Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates. When I 
came to Chicago on the 10th of June I did not know the conditions that existed 
here, although when I came here I came in to clean out headquarters, to help, 
otherwise, to get Fisher and Doyle out of office, not that I had anything specific 
to get them out for or that the membership gave me any instructions, anything 
that was specifle as to why they should go out, but simply on the matter of gen- 
eral principle. 

When I came to general headquarters, I had no more than landed in there when one 
would come to me and tell me his troubles, then someone else would come and tell 
me his troubles, and after I had been in there three or four days I found out that 
two groups were in the general office, each one trying to do everything within its 
power against the other, regardless of whether it was right or wrong, good or bad 
for the organization. Those things never came into their consideration at all. 

After I found out the way things stood, I decided to stay away from both factions 
and find out what was at the bottom of the whole thing, and I stayed away from 
both factions. Finally, on the fifth or sixth of July Fellow Worker Fisher handed 
me a ballot to vote on, as to whether the G. E. B. should hold a meeting or not. 

When I received this ballot I asked Grady about it and I spoke to several 
fellow workers around there. J myself was in favor of a G. E. B. meeting. Then, 
finally, the Friday or Saturday after I received that ballot I received a call for 
a G. E. B. meeting with the names of the chairmen of the industrial unions signed 
to it. When I received this other call, I placed the two on the desk before me and 
I started to think pretty heavily. 

Now, I had one ballot from one side asking whether the G. E. B. should have 
a Meeting or not. The returns of this ballot had not been announced yet, whether 
they voted in favor or against a meeting when I received the call of the G. E. B. 
meeting, and I don’t know how four chairmen of four industrial unions had the 
authority to issue a call for a G. E..B. meeting. I took the two, put them together 
and laid them in a safety deposit box and I paid no attention to either one. I did 
not vote on the ballot calling for the G. E. B. meeting and I paid no attention to 
the calling of the G. E. B. meeting by the four chairmen. 

On Sunday, the tenth of July, I believe it was, a defense committee meeting 
was called by the general defense, and at this meeting I saw how things stood in 
general headquarters. Their contention was during this period that the chairman 
had no vote. I agreed with them that I did not think the chairman of the G. E. 
B. had a vote while it was in session. Rowan was chairman of the meeting, and 
he voted as chairman, and I asked myself the question: How is it the chairman 
of one body has a vote and the chairman of another body has not a vote and they 
are organized under the same structure. The only difference is that one es 
the general defense committee shall be made up of the chairmen and secretaries 
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of the different industrial unions, the general administrations and the members of 
the G. E. B., while the other says that the General Executive Board shall be made 
up of the general organizers and the chairmen of each industrial union. 

The structure is the same. There is no difference between the two. Also there 
was a question regarding convention ruling, and much talk was going on at the 
time the administration suspended those three from the organization. At this same 
meeting of the general defense committee, Rowan was chairman of the meeting bas- 
ing this ruling in giving to. the secretary of the defense a vote on the 1922 conven- 
tion forming the general defense committee. 

Rowan did that at the meeting, and I could not see for the life of me how it was 
that on the one side it was all right and on the other side it was all wrong. I could 
not get it into my head at all, but the only conclusion that I could come to was to 
attend to the work of 330 and if they had any personal grievance to bring out let 
them go to it and bring it out. It never came to my mind that they were willing 
to bring their fight into the field with telegrams and communications as they have. 

The G. E. B., or so-called G. E. B., went into session. My desk was on the 
third floor and they called their meeting to order less than ten feet from my desk. 
Anderson of 210-220 came to town on Tuesday. He was not in town until that 
date. While they were meeting they never came near 330 office. They never gave 
me any information as to their meetings. Outside of the call for the G. E. B. meet- 
ing I received nothing from them at all. While they were meeting, Anderson came 
to the desk several times, and I saw his card once. He had not been three years 
in the I. W. W., according to a clause that was voted upon by the membership in 
the last referendum ballot. There was a clause in that ballot that a G. E. B. member 
had to be in the organization for three years, but some way or other the G. E. B. 
last March kept that clause out of the constitution. But if the delegates wish they 
can get one of these ballots and see that clause and it was carried. 

Also Anderson stated that he was sitting in there and he didn’t know what it was 
all about. He said, ‘After I get out of here, I cannot remain active in the I. W..W.”- 

I said, “Fellow Worker, you are in about the same position that I amin. You 
don’t know a damn thing of what is going on and what action is being taken. If 
I were in your place, I would take the train back to Butte tomorrow.” He agreed 
with the things I said, but he never did any of them. 

While they were meeting they were around a table about the size of this one. 
The five of them were sitting around it. Rowan would sit on the table. ~ They 
would get their heads together and in case someone would holler a little Bowerman 
would say, “Talk lower.” He did that time and time again. 

Many times when a motion would be made or seconded, as I stated I was less 
than ten feet from them, Bowerman would look at Anderson and would say, ‘‘Make 
the motion, will you?” 

He would shake his head yes. I paid particular attention to his actions, be- 
cause I had been talking with him and he told me he didn’t know very much re- 
garding the I. W. W. and he could no longer be an active member in the organ- 
ization when lie went back into the field again. 

I had my doubts about Bowerman since 1920. Therefore, I have not trusted 
him since then, although I have not come in contact with him personally until I 
came to Chicago this time, and I have good grounds. 

Finally, about the 18th or 19th of July (now remember. all during this period 
I did not take any sides with either one or the other. I stayed at 330 and did 
the duties of the office) I went to the bank to cash a check. When I went to the 
bank I was told by the banker that the funds were tied up, that $2,400 of 330’s 
money had been tied up by the five that were meeting and called themselves the 
G. E. B., when 330 or myself as secretary of 330 had not turned a finger for one 
side or the other. I stayed away from both. 

Then I had to do something. There were no two ways any more. There was 
no middle ground. When I came back from the bank, I went to the general office 
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and I asked Doyle and Fisher if some action shou 
meeting upstairs. I told them that some of the m 
the field had come into the 380 office and that this 
was concerned if we were to live up to the principles 

Although I had been to Doyle and Fisher many 
them to resign, I went to Fisher and Doyle and said, 
to put out a recall referendum at once?” 

They said, “Yes, we will do anything to 
as an organized body.” All during this peri 
Workers George Williams, Miller, and severa] 
steps, first to Fisher and then to Doyle and 
group, trying ,to get the two sides together. 

Williams would go to one side and tell them thier weak points, 
they were wrong, that they should meet with the others, then he would go to the 
other side and tell the other side the same thing, show them their weak points and 
tell them why they should come together and take some action. Finally the propo- 
sition was placed before Rowan and the bunch that the entire G. E. B. come to- 
gether as one and place in the field a recall referendum ballot recalling Fisher and 
Doyle, the ballot to be returnable within thirty days, which Rowan and Bowerman 
and the bunch just simply refused. 

Many things were placed before them. They would listen to nothing and while 
three or four fellow workers were before the so-called G. E. B. they asked for the 
good of the organization, “Will you come together with the other faction and 
act as men?” 

Bowerman got up and said, “Upon our action we stand or fall.’”’ As far as they 
were concerned, they were going to have absolutely nothing to do with the other side. 

During this period I was after Fisher insisting from Fisher that I be recognized 
as a 330 G. E. B. member pending action of the branches, but Fisher would not 
listen, and I guess he had good reasons. He knew that I agreed with him on one 
thing and that was to stop the meeting upstairs, but outside of that he knew that I 
was just as much opposed to him or to Doyle as I was to these other five. Probably 
that was ground enough for not recognizing me as a G. E. B. member. 

Finally on the 29th of July, while I was at the desk upstairs, Fisher came up 
and said, “The G. E. B. meeting is in session down there. Will you come down as 
the secretary of 3302” 

I said, “Yes, I will come down,” and I went down. The action we took is on 
page 13 of the General Office Bulletin of August 1. There was a motion passed 
in there that the five upstairs should either meet with the entire G. E. B. and-if 
not they should get out of the building and stand suspended from the I. W. W. 
until this convention. 

You will know that I concurred as representing 330. I was not a G. E. B. 
member. Before that meeting I brought up the proposition before them to issue 
a referendum immediately to the membership to call for a special constitutional 
convention. They passed a motion to that effect and the ballot went into the field. 
In that meeting they also took action that the general administration take over 
440 and 520. I concurred with that also, not as a G. E. B. member, as I was 
Not recognized as such and the minutes will show that. 

The reason I concurred with that proposition was this: There were three on the 
payroll in 520. If you will look over the financial reports of 330 and 520 you 
will find that the cash receipts had been greater than 520. You will also find 
that 520 had around forty delegates in the field; 330 had over 110 delegates in the 
field at that time. I was handling the entire work of 330 and I had some time 
to spare. The 520 office had fewer delegates to deal with, less finances coming in, 
and there were three on wages. I didn’t think that was good for the organization 
and believed that steps should be taken to place 520 on a sound basis. : 

If you will look over the reports of 440, you will find that they had been going 


Id not be taken to stop the 
inutes they were sending into 
had to be stopped as far as I 
and ideals of the organization. 
times previous to that asking 
“Will you fellows be willing 


get the two sides together and go 
od that they were meeting Fellow 
others would go up and down those 
then to Rowan, Bowerman and that 


show them where 
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backward month by month. The secretary was hardly ever in the office. If he 
were in the office, it would be in the evening sometimes or a few minutes in the 
morning. 

As I stated before, I had my doubts about Bowerman since 1920 and I did not 
trust him for good reasons. I also concurred to take 440 over, but that is all the 
action that was taken in that. meeting. If there was any other action taken, it 
was done before I went into the meeting or else it was taken afterward. 

Now, that is about all pertaining to this controversy up to that time, but there 
is one thing more I want to say before you open up your questioning: that when 
the three, Blossom, Lorton, and Quinlan were suspended by the administration 
from the organization I knew nothing about it until Solidarity appeared and when 
I saw Solidarity and saw the suspension I went to the general office and jumped 
on Doyle and Fisher for taking such action, not because I didn’t believe they should 
be suspended, as I believed long ago that they should be thrown on their heads out 
of the organization, but the reason I jumped on them was due to the state of mind 
that the membership in the field were in at that time, and by taking such action 
they placed a powerful weapon into the hands of those that were out to overthrow 
the organization at any cost. 

Chairman Welinder: Fellow Worker Monoldi is now ready for questioning. 

Rumbaugh (S. I. U.): I would like to know something about these men leaving 
the building either being thrown out or going out. 

\Monoldi: I was going to dwell on that and I forgot. After the meeting on the 
29th, I went up to the 330 office and went to work. About fifteen minutes later 
about twelve or fifteen fellow workers came up and as Rowan and Bowerman and 
the bunch were around the table these fellow workers got around them. One 
walked over where Grady was and said, “Grady, stay at your seat.” Then he went 
around to the window and was looking out but all the time kept an eye on Grady. 
The other fellow workers got around the so-called G. E. B. meeting. Fisher went 
up to them and I believe what he read to them is in this bulletin somewhere of 
August 1, asking them if they would be willing to meet with the entire G. E. B. or not. 

They said, “No.” Then they were told that if they didn’t want to meet with all 
of them their meeting would have to come to an end, that they stood suspended from 
the organization and would have to get out of the building. Finally they picked 
some of them up. They would not get up. They picked them up and said, “Here 
is the door and there are the steps.” And they walked down the stairs and went 
outside. 

Grady remained in the office as they went down the steps and went out. I 
walked to the window where the defense office is on the third floor and was looking 
out of the window. I was sitting down at the 330 desk and during this whole period 
that they read the notice to them and walked them out of the building. When they 
walked them out of the building, I got up from the chair and went to the window and 
was looking outside. They got out of the building and the fellow workers came back 
again. Then I saw Fellow Worker Latchem on the outside walking toward the mail 
box. Five of them jumped on Latchem and started to fight, and I saw Latchem throw 
his arms in all directions and hit the air. I don’t believe he hit anybody. Then 
others came out, Miller, Edwards. I knew the follow workers by their looks. 1 
didn’t know the names of all. They came out and a free-for-all took place. 

I saw Rowan get a good wallop on the jaw as he landed head first in the gutter. 
That was the greatest kick I have had for many years, to see him go down there 
head first, but what fighting took place took place on the sidewalk after the five of 
them jumped on Latchem. There was no fight of any kind in the building. Those 
that would not get up were picked up and they ‘walked down stairs. 

Thompson (440): I understand you to say you passed a motion puting out the 
G. E. B. 

Monoldi: No, to put out Rowan, Bowerman, and the five of them if they refused 
to meet, to stop their meeting. 
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Thompson (440): You say you were looking out of the window and you saw 
five jump on Fellow Worker Latchem. Who were they? 

Monoldi: Rowan, Bowerman, Anderson, those five. 

Thompson -(440): Where your office is you are not very far from 520 office, 
are you? 

Monoldi: No. 

Thompson (440): Near 440. Now the story has gone into the field that both 
Grady and Raddock were hi-jacking. Did you see any hi-jacking going on? 

Monoldi: After the five were out of the building, Grady stood up there for 
about three hours and a half. Doyle and Grady were there alone for probably an 
hour or more going over the books of 520 and when thd books were audited or 
checked up Doyle gave Grady a receipt and Grady took his coat and walked out. 
The other fellow worker went out the same way. He stayed there for probably 
an hour and a half or more. 

Chuba (440): Who was that very first fellow worker that came up and sat by 


. the window sill? 


Monoldi: If I am not mistaken, I believe it was Ellis. He is a 520 man. I 
know his face. 

Chuba (440): What did he say to these five G. E. B. men while they were in 
session around the table? 

Monoldi: He only walked to the 520 office and said to Grady, “Grady, you 
stay right there.” 

Chuba (440): Was Raddock in his office on the third floor? 

Monoldi: There is the 330 office, then a room on this side and Raddock was in 
this room. Grady was on this side of me. 

Chuba (440): Was Raddock told to leave the office? 

Monoldi: Not that I know of. 

Chuba (440): He didn’t go out with these G. E. B. men? 

Monoldi: No, when he went out he went out alone. 

Chuba (440): Did you see Fisher or Doyle go up to the third floor while Rad- 
dock was there by himself and talk to Raddock? 

Monoldi: Yes, Doyle came up there and went to the 520 office. 

Chuba (440): From 440? 

Monoldi: From 330. 

Chuba (440): There was no fight on the third floor? 

Monoldi: No, no fight at all. 

Sanjour (330): Did you see any fellow workers of the rank and file committee 
have any guns? 

Monoldi: If there were guns they were well concealed, because my desk was 
like I would be sitting here, and I was less than ten feet from the fellow workers. 
Some of them were less than four feet from me. If they had guns, I would have 
seen them. ; 

Sanjour (380): Did they have anything in their pockets? 

Monoldi: I didn’t search them. 

Henrikson (830): Here is a motion read on this floor that you seconded a motion 
in regard to raising the dues in 510. Fellew Worker Gibson had it. 

Monoldi: Where did I second the motion from? 

Here is page 18 of the General Office Bulletin. That is all that was taken up 
while I was there. : 

Henrikson (330): That means you are not responsible for anything except what 
was in that bulletin? 

Monoldi: I am responsible for that because that was taken while I was here. 
That is the only meeting I ever attended. I was never at any other meeting. 

Henrikson (330): The question has been raised many a time as to how you are 
eligible to represent 330. ; 

Monoldi: I was asking Fisher to recognize me as a G. E. B. member pending the 
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action of the branches, as the branches at that time were taking action and there 
were two resolutions in the field to get me to be a G. E. B. member. One resolution 
had been sent out from Chicago and another one was in the field which had been 
sent out from Los Angeles, also other grounds I had was that it was not 330’s fault 
that it did not have a regular G. E. B. member or a chairman of the organization 
eommittee and if it was the fault of any one it was the fault of the G. E. B. them- 
selves, because 330 was in their hands and it was their duty to see that 330 was 
going out of the department of small industrial unions and they should have a place in 
the field, a call for nomination of chairman of the organization committee. The 330 
convention took place before the general convention, therefore the 330 convention 
could not take any action that they didn’t know anything about. 

If the 330 convention had known that the G. E. B. was going to be changed, 
that the chairmen of the industrial unions would be the G. E. B., then the 330 con- 
vention could have placed the ballot in the field; instead of calling the secretary 
they could have called him the chairman of the organization committee and he would 
have been in the office doing the secretarial work. My contention is that I was 
doing the work of the chairman of the organization committee and doing the work 
of secretary and I was filling both positions. But Fisher would not listen to it 
at all. He said I was not a G. E. B. member. 

Henrikson (330): Before I go to that question, how many branches has I. U. 
330? 

Monoldi: About nine. 

Henrikson (330): How many were in favor of having you represented? 

Monoldi: Seven for and one against. 

Henirkson (330): -Have you those on file? 

Monoldi: I think so. 

Schwandt (330): That is the only meeting you attended? 

Monoldi: Yes, on the 29th. That was in the morning. 

Schwandt (330): There was a motion read here, moved by Gibson and seconded 
by Monoldi, that you concurred in raising the dues. 

Monoldi: That is a lie. I was never there. 

Schwandt (330): Did you ever see that resolution? 

Monoldi: Leonard had one and he showed it to me. That is the first time I 
ever saw such a resolution. 

Swanson (310): You said you were not at the meeting where Gibson made a 
motion and you seconded it? 

Monoldi: I am not a G. E. B. member representing 330. There was no such 
thing taken up in the meeting which I attended. 510 was not mentioned. 

Leonard (310): You stated that you came in to clean out Doyle and Fisher. 
For what? 

Monoldi: On general principles, because the membership I was in contact with 
on the west coast wanted Doyle and Fisher out of there, Fishef especially on account 
of Fisher’s action in the last general referendum pertaining to the sliding scale. 
I was in Los Angeles at the time and I was instrumental in getting the substance of 
a resolution and placing it before the membership opposing the sliding scale. 

We wrote many things to Fisher pertaining to this sliding scale and not one 
article or one part of our communications was answered by Fisher. He would write 
something else altogether not pertaining to the things we were asking for at all. 

Leonard (310): You state that you were in favor of the G. E. B. meeting 
being called. Why were you in favor of that being called? 

Monoldi: I thought if the G. E. B. would come together probably they would 
be able to settle the controversy by placing a recall ballot in the field recalling 
Fisher and Doyle, that that would do away with the controversy. That is the reason 
I was in favor of it. 

Leonard (310): Did you see any of the ballots? 

Monoldi: No, but I heard about it. I think there were fraudulent ballots, 
because the ballots ran in numbers. : 
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Leonard (310): Did you think the G. FE. B. mee 
gate the fraudulent ballots? 

Monoldi: I look at it this way, that the five, or rather the four, were not 
interested in the ballots, it was only excuses that they were using to get across 
things that they wanted to do. There were two propositions before us. One was 
to jump on Fisher, because he went to New York and made his report to the 
membership from the ballots. Another proposition was that Doyle went to Washing- 
ton and made no report. They were jumping on Doyle because he made no report 
and they were jumping on Fisher because he made a report. The only conclusion 
I could come to was they were only using these things in order to blindfold the 
membership so that they would get hold of things they wanted and put their own 
ideas into effect. 

Leonard (310): When Doyle went to Washington, was it not common knowl- 
edge around general headquarters where he was? 

Monoldi: I was in California at that time. 

Leonard (310): When did you first ask of Fisher that you be seated as a 
G. E. B. member? 

Monoldi: Right after I came to Chicago. 

Leonard (310): On account of 330 not having a chairman? 

Monoldi: Yes, and I was blaming the G. E. B. for it. j 

Leonard (310): When you were called in to the Grievance Committee you 
were asked, I guess by me, as to who seconded the motion, when we showed you this 
bulletin, that is the regular main office bulletin— 

Monoldi (interrupting): The August 1 one. 

Leonard (310): That stated that you did second this motion, also voted on it. 

Monoldi: No, not in the August 1 bulletin. That was the only meeting I ever 
attended. 

Erwin (230): Fellow Worker Monoldi, you state that during these G. E. B. 
meetings they were talking low and Raddock said, “Talk low.” Was he attending 
these meetings? 

Monoldi: Every once in a while. Buchwald, too. Whether they took part in 
the meeting or not I don’t know. One day they were there probably for two or three 
hours. 

Erwin (230): At the time the G. E. B. was ousted, who acted as spokesman? 

Monoldi: Joe Fisher. 

Erwin (230): Was Tom Doyle there at that time? 

Monoldi: Tom Doyle came after those other fellows had come up and he went 
straight to 520 to get Grady to straighten out his books and turn them over to the 
general administration. 

Erwin (230): Was Fisher on the floor when they were going out? 

Monoldi: He was with them, yes. He went out with them. 

Oates (210): Was Fellow Worker Fisher at that meeting? 

Monoldi: It states so. 

Oates (210): Do you see any reason why the minutes should be kept out of 
the general office? 

Monoldi: No, I don’t. 

Oates: The meeting had adjourned when you left? 

Monoldi: Supposed to. 

Oates: Supposed to? 

Monoldi: When I left, yes, it had adjourned. 

Oates: You contested Anderson as a delegate, did you? Or did Fisher contest 
him? 

Monoldi: I did. I don’t know about Fisher, although I brought it before him 
Several times. : 

Oates (210): Do you know whether in a letter to John Martin from Tom Doyle 
on March 18, 1924, over the signature of Tom Doyle he wrote this: 

“In regard to the chairman of an industrial union requiring three years in the 
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ting should be called to investi- 


I. W. W. before he can act on the G. E. B. I will state that rule does not govern the 
new board members. All the chairman of an industrial union has to be to sit on 
the G. E. B. is to comply with all the rules and regulations necessary to elect him 
chairman of his industrial union and if this is done he is automatically a member 
of the board.” 

Monoldi: I believe Anderson showed me that. My contention was that Fisher 
or Doyle or no one else had any right to seat him on the G. E. B. under those circum- 
stances. 

Oates (210): Writing to Charles Anderson he stated as follows: 

(Oates of 210 read the letter to Charles Anderson). 

Monoldi: I saw something to that effect. My contention was that the indus- 
trial unions can not place anything in their by-laws contrary to the general consti- 
tution, and that that was contrary to the general constitution. 

Oates (210): Can you see any reason why Fellow Workers Doyle and Fisher 
wrote Anderson to this effect? 

Monoldi: I see no reason. 

Oates (210): You were on the board? 

Monoldi: I never acted as such at any time. 

Oates (210): Do you think you were eligible to sit on the board as secretary 
of an industrial union and also as a G. E. B. member? 

Monoldi: Yes, absolutely. 

Oates (210): On what grounds? 

Monoldi: On the grounds that if 330 had a chance, instead of asking the 330 
members shall we elect a secretary-treasurer, it would have placed on the ballot, 
shall we elect a chairman of the organization committee, and the chairman of the 
organization could have acted as secretary. My other grounds.were that when the 
330 ballots carried and 330 was taken out of the department it was the duty of the 
General Executive Board to see that 330 got representation on the G. E. B. But 
instead of that the General Executive Board was not even going to put the ballot 
out when the membership of 330 demanded to elect their own secretary. 

Oates (210): Instead of it being the duty of the G. E. B., don’t you think it 
was the duty of the secretary of 330 to issue the call? 

Monoldi: If I issued the call, by the time the.returns were in the convention 
would be over. 

Oates (210): When did you take over the office? 

-Monoldi: I took it over from the general office the first of July. So I had 
no time to call for nominations and get a G. E. B. member for 330. There was 
not enough time. 

, Mattson (210): You stated you mistrusted Bowerman. Since when? 

Monoldi: In 1919 when I was in Akron as secretary of Industrial Union 470 
we had practically the same trouble that we had in general headquarters, and in 
the convention of 1919 a fellow by the name of Leo Reese came to the convention 
here in Chicago from Akron, not as a delegate, just for a trip and to sit in the 
convention. When he came to Akron there was nothing for him outside of Bower- 
man and he had that name of Bowerman before me practically every week during 
that entire time. 

On the 6th of March in 1920, Fellow Worker Emanuel and myself were arrested 
in Akron and the affidavits for our arrests were signed by false names. Later on 
we found that Leo Reese was one who signed the affidavit together with another 
Russian or Hungarian I forget. During the period that I was in jail and held 
under deportation, Reese would come to the jail and bring cigars and fine cakes 
and pies and sandwiches. He would supply clothes and shoes for my wife and kid. 
He would leave town every once in a while and he would leave instructions to his 
wife to see that my wife and kid were not in want. 


Finally a letter came to me in Akron from Fellow Worker Speed, if he remem: 
bers. There was a member of the machinists’ union not a member of the I. W. W. in 
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had that doubt ever since, Fellow Workers. 


Akron and he was recording secretary of the machinists’ union. He went to Michigan 
and from Michigan he wrote a letter to Fellow Worker Speed here to Chicago saying 
something about Leo Reese. Fellow Worker Speed sent the letter to me at Akron. 
Leo Reese was accused of being a paid detective. 

I got busy right away in Akron. Joseph Levin was there and Kroom and others. 
I went to the machinists’ union and found out that the machinists’ union were investi- 
gating several spies within the organization at that time. So I took this letter vut 
and showed it to them and asked them if they would work in conjunction with us in 
uncovering these spies, which they agreed to do. 

All this time Leo Reese knew nothing of our action. We were going along with 
our investigation, but Leo Reese could not forget the name of Bowerman. At any 
opportunity that he would have he would bring the name before us telline wnat an 
organization man he was, how we should support his acts and back him up because 
he had some wonderful ideas. 

Finally in the fall of 1920, after an investigation covering a period of seven or 
eight months in Akron we uncovered ten labor spies. Leo Reese was one of the 
most trusted, getting a salary of $250 a month. That is the man who was backing 
Bowerman, so, naturally, that left a doubt in my mind about Bowerman. I have 

Mattson (210): Do you know anything further? 

Monoldi: I heard this name was brought into the Bailin report here in Chicago. 
I tried to get that report here in Chicago and I went to the Chicago Federation of 
Labor building once to see about this report. When I asked the fellow I went to see he 
said he had it somewhere. He sent it to a place, but he thought the report came back. 
He could not find it. I asked him where Bailin was, whether he was out of 
Sing Sing yet. He said, “Hell, Bailin was only in Sing Sing two days. He is in 
Chicago right now.” 

That was when the trouble was going on. Probably Bailin has been here and work- 
ing with some of these other people to bring this about. Outside of that, to bring 
anything written here, I have nothing. 

Mattson (210): When that rank and file committee gave notice to the five 
G. E. B. members, did it mean they were suspended from the G. E. B. or the I. W. W.? 

Monoldi: Suspended from the I. W. W. as I understand it. I concurred with 
that fellow worker. s 

Grad (120): Fellow Worker Monoldi, you stated that you were on the third 
floor. I see in the minutes here it says John Grady left because he was forced to 
leave. 

Monoldi: He was not forced to leave. He went to the coat hanger, got his coat 
and walked out by himself. He was not even told to stay out of the building, not 
to my knowledge and not while I was there. . 

Murray (120): Did you see the minutes of the G. E. B. meeting where your 
name is given as seconding a motion? ‘ 

Monoldi: No. 

Broman (120): Did you as a representative of 330 ever second any motion in 
the meetings of the G. E. B.? : 

Monoldi: That one I spoke of is the only one I attended and I never made or 
seconded,any motion. I was not a member of the G. E. B. How could I make or 
second a motion when I was not a member of the G. E. B.? 

Broman (120): You mean something in regard to some motion being carried on 
the ballot that was not incorporated in the Constitution? Do you know who assembled 
the returns on the last referendum? 

Monoldi: No, I do not. f 

Hanson (110): In the July General Office Bulletin, page ten, minutes of General 
Defense Committee meeting, it was moved and seconded: 

(Hanson (110) read the motion regarding John Beffel). 


Hanson (110): What was this suggestion of Elmer Smith’s? 
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Monoldi: The secretary of the defense called a special meeting to deal with this 
communication from the secretary of the C. P. C. and also to deal with the report 
that Rowan had from the Northwest to the defense committee. The C. P. C. secre- 
tary had asked to send Beffel to the Northwest to work for the fellow workers in 
jail up there and they wanted Beffel, because they claimed he was the best man 
they could get up there and they wanted him. They didn’t have the necessary 
finances to pay him, but they said if the defense committee would send Beffel and 
would pay his wages that it would be fine and dandy. I believe Reilly made 
the motion and I seconded it, if I am not mistaken, that we send Beffel as per 
instructions of the secretary of the C. P. C. There was much argument on the 
motion and Rowan was in favor of that motion. 

Buchwald made an amendment that we send Beffel out there, but that Beffel be 
under the full control of the C. P. C., and the C. P. C. pay him instead of the general 
defense committee and the general defense committee donate that amount each 
week to the C. P. C., and I believe the amendment was made by Buchwald and second- 
ed by Ryan. Rowan, as chairman of the meeting, declared the motion out of order. 
Then there was more discussion on the motion and Grady, Bowerman, Raddock, 
and Trotter all got up and spoke against the motion. 

Finally when Rowan saw the way they swung he went with them and when it came 
to a vote he voted as the chairman tying the vote, seven to seven. If the chairman had 
not voted, the vote would have stood seven for sending Beffel and six opposed, but 
Rowan voted as chairman, tying the vote seven to seven. 

Then the question came up whether Morris had a vote as secretary of the 
defense. I took the floor and my contention was, as I stated on the floor, that 
Morris had no vote as secretary of the general defense committee. I said, “If 
Morris has a vote, then he has a vote as assistant secretary of the I. W. W., and 
mot as secretary of the defense.” 

Finally Rowan asked for the convention minutes that formed the general defense 
committee. They were dug up and they say: ‘‘The general defense committee shall 
be composed of the secretary-treasurer of the general defense, the chairmen and 
secretary-treasurers of the industrial unions, the general secretary-treasurer of the 
I. W. W. and the G. E. B.”’ On those grounds Rowan made a ruling that the secre- 
tary had a vote as secretary of the defense and he voted ‘for the motion, carrying 
the motion to send Beffel. 

Hanson (110): Was the motion based on technicality? 

Monoldi: They had no concrete facts, simply they didn’t want to send Beffel out. 
One question was brought up that Beffel was out there, why didn’t they keep him 
out there when he was there. The defense secretary got up and stated that the 
general defense committee sent Beffel out there to stay for three months and after 
three months to recall Beffel from the Northwest. So after the three months were up 
Beffel was automatically out of the Northwest district and there was no other arrange- 
ment made. 

Hanson (110): Was it Elmer Smith who recommended that Beffel stay there? 

Monoldi: Yes. 

Mann (110): Did Fellow Worker Gilday, representative of 510, ever come up 
to you and ask you or rather discuss the matter with you in regarding to financing 
510? 

Monoldi: Yes, he came up there about the third or fourth of August. 

Mann (110): Did he ever show you, or did you ever see a resolution in regard 
to retrenchment program for 510? 

Monoldi: No, he had no resolution. 
Mann (110): When was the first time you saw it? 


Monoldi: When Fellow Worker Leonard showed it to me in the Grievance 
Committee. I never knew there was such a resolution in existence. 

Chairman Welinder: I want to ask you, Fellow Worker Monoldi, when you were 
at the G. E. B. meeting on July 29, if that motion to suspend the G. E. B. provided 
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they were not disbanded also made it understood that they were going to be 
vented from staying in the general headquarters. 

Monoldi: Not that I know of. 

Chairman Welinder: Was there any talk about it? 

Monoldi: The only thing I spoke on was the question I brought before them 
myself, to place a referendum ballot in the field calling for a special convention. 
I didn’t do much talking. 

Chairman Welinder: When this action was decided on to suspend them, was there 
a provision that if they refused to suspend the meetin 
to be put out of the building? 

Monoldi: Absolutely, and I was in favor of it. 

Chairman Welinder: All right, then, was there any arrangement undertaken 
to put them out of the building, provided they didn’t leave? 

Monoldi: Not to my knowledge, no arrangements at all. 

Chuba (440): Was Bowerman in Akron, Ohio, in 1920? 

Monoldi: Not that I know of. I never saw him until I came here. 

Chuba (440): Who was the man that mentioned his name? 

Monoldi: Leo Reese. I understand this character is in Bowling Green, Ohio. 
I brought this question before several fellow workers confidentially during this con- 
troversy, and I was in hopes that some of the fellow workers would be willing to go 
down there and get some information from Leo Reese. I was willing to go down 
and to help pay the expenses of some fellow worker to confidentially go down there 
and see what we could find out. No one that I have spoken to seemed to be willing 
to go down there so no action was taken. I believe he is in Bowling Green. 

Chuba (440): Was he employed? 

Monoldi: He was a machinist, but he was only working one or two days a month. 

Chuba (440): Where did he work? 

Monoldi: In the Miller Rubber Shop, in the Firestone Rubber Shop, then he 
worked in some other machine plants, but only two, or three days at a time. 

Chuba (440): Did this fellow ever mention how he would get next to Bower- 
man? 

Monoldi: The only mention he made was when he came to Chicago, that Bower- 
man had some wonderful ideas of organization, and that if the organization would 
only put them in operation it would be fine. 

Chuba (440): From that time you always doubted Bowerman? 

Monoldi: I always had my doubts, and I had good reason. 

Leonard (310): Up at Headquarters you stated that some of these G. E. B. 
members would not get up. Who were they? 

Monoldi: I believe Ryan was one of them, and I believe Bowerman was another. 
Bowerman put his arm back to hit someone, but they grabbed it back. 

Leonard (310): This Reese is the same fellow that was accused in 1916, 
isn’t he? 

Monoldi: That was a different one. 

Leonard (310): Was it A. Reese? 

Monoldi: He was in Los Angeles. He was selling some junk over there. We used 
to go up to him and ask for Number 5, and you should just watch his face. 

Leonard (310): When you were in the room where the Grievance Committee 
Was meeting, we showed you those minutes of the G. E. B. of July 29, and that 
resolution which they contained. 

Monoldi: Yes, but I never saw the resolution. 

Leonard (310): And you gave us a written statement in regard to it. Fellow 
Worker Mann has it. 

Monoldi: Yes. 

Leonard (310): As far as you know everything that took place on July 29th 
is in this book? 

Monoldi: Yes, it is in there, fellow worker. 
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g and leave they were going 


Erwin (230): Have you made any attempt to investigate and find out who put 
out that printed copy? 

Monoldi: I never saw it until Fellow Worker Leonard showed it to me. I put 
it up to the Convention to see if they could not find out. I protested to Fisher and 
Fisher stated that probably Doyle made a mistake when he typewrote it. 

Erwin (230): When the five G. E. B. members called that meeting, did you 
figure they had the power, the majority of the G. E. B. had the power to call the 
meeting, or that the general organizer had the power? 

Monoldi: The general organizer, I figured, had the power to call the meeting, 

Erwin (230): More power than the G. E. B. members? 

Monoldi: Yes, in calling the meeting. 

Gray (110): Do you remember, Fellow Worker Monoldi, some years ago at the 
convention of the I. W. W. some members came from Akron to the convention and 
confessed to being stoolpigeons? 

Monoldi: I believe that was the 1913 strike. 

Gray (110): This Reese was not involved. They didn’t come in ’13. It was on 
account of the ’13 strike. 

Monoldi: On account of the strike. 

Gray (110): What year did they come in? 

Monoldi: Speed ought to know that better than le 

Gray (110): This Reese was not involved? 

Monoldi: No. 

Gray (110): You stated in your opening statement that Bowerman and Raddock 
were very seldom in the office except in the morning. This 440 office is partitioned 
off and is glassed in and you would know whether they were there or not. 

Monoldi: Yes. 

Fisher (110): Did you say this Reese signed a complaint against you and 
caused you to be arrested and after you were in jail he brought you things? 

Monoldi: He brought many things to my wife, too. 

Fisher (110): Did you know Bowerman? 

Monoldi: I didn’t know Bowerman at all. 

Jordan (110): You stated this Reese, this stoolpigeon, said that Bowerman had 
some wonderful ideas. I would like to ask if you believe this Bowerman was 
putting over some wonderful ideas in this G. E. B. meeting? 

Monoldi: I believe he was putting it over in this meeting. 

Jordan (110): Do you think the injunction proceedings were one of his ideas? 

Monoldi: JI-believe he is helping. 

Chairman Welinder: We have only six or seven minutes left. 

Monoldi: I don’t know of any more to add, but in the General Office Bulletin 
of March, 1924, a motion was ‘made at the end of that meeting, a motion made and 
seconded that we adjourn sine die. That motion alone cuts out the G. E. B. meet- 
ings. They abolish themselves. Bowerman and Trotter were at that meeting. That 
motion would stop them from meeting until they would be elected again. Is it the sense 
of this convention that if the convention adjourns sine die they can call themselves 
into session again unless they are elected by the members again? I think the minutes 
are here. I did not see them until a few days ago, but I think that would mean 
they would not meet again. 


ARTHUR LINN 


Friday Afternoon Session, November 7th 


Chairman Welinder: Are you ready for Fellow Worker Linn? 

Linn: Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates: I am a little 
late in making a report to the convention owing to the fact that the night I arrived 
in town from the 110 convention, in Chicago on October 13 I was arrested on a 
frame-up and sent to the Chicago workhouse. I was just released last night, so that 
is the reason I could not appear before this convention before now. I will make 
my report as a G. E. B. member. 

... Linn read his report... 

Chairman Welinder: You have heard the report. Do you wish to ask some 
questions? I suppose the only thing to do is to go through in the general routine 
manner. ; 

Walquist (510): He may have a little more to add beside the written report. 

Linn: I think this controversy has been pretty much discussed. If there is any 
more information I can give, I will gladly answer questions. 

Fisher (110): I want to ask him one question. The question I want to ask 
was brought out on the floor, that a proposition was advanced through the general 
administration officials who had charge of funds to allow the signatures of Rowan 
and Ryan and some of them to go on the checks and that the funds were tied up 
afterwards. What I want to ask you now is whether the funds were tied up first and 
then this proposition made or the contrary. Which happened first and which happened 
afterwards? 

Linn: The first I heard about requesting them to sign their names on the 
checks drawn from the organization was when I arrived back in Chicago after 
attending the 110 G. O. C. meeting. They were still arguing about the request. The 
funds of the organization were already tied up at the time. 

Broman (120): Was Fellow Worker Monoldi allowed to second any motion in 
the G. E. B. as a representative of 330? 

Linn: Fellow Workers Monoldi and Gilday sat in the sessions just as the 
representatives of their I. U’s. They were allowed to concur or not to concur with 
our action. They just recorded themselves in the minutes as concurring or not 
concurring with our action. 

Broman (120): Have you seen a copy of a motion made by Gibson and 
seconded by him in regard to the financial policy of 510? 

Linn: How that came about, I noticed these minutes myself where there is a 
motion to adopt that retrenchment policy of 510, that is a mistake made by Fellow 
Worker Fisher when he wrote down 'the minutes, because I seconded that motion 
myself to adopt this resolution. Fellow Worker Fisher acted as recording secretary 
in the meeting and he must have made a mistake. I noticed that myself in those 
minutes, but Monoldi didn’t second that motion. 

Broman (120): What was your understanding in regard to this retrenchment 
policy? 

Linn: My understanding was that the financial affairs of I. U. 510 should be 
taken care of by the G. E. B. and the chairman of the G. E. B. and the 510 officials 
Should cooperate with one another in trying to eliminate the expenses of 510 and 
also get some ways and means whereby 510 could pay their debts to general head- 
quarters and also function in the organization work. Just as it says in the Constitu- 
tion if any I. U. is defunct a certain amount of time their financial affairs should 
be regulated by the G. E. B. 

Broman (120): Do you think the I. U. officials should have anything to say 
in regard to the financial regulation of any I. U. that the G. E. B. takes over? 

Linn: Yes, they were just overseeing their financial affairs. It was the under- 
standing at the time that the representative of 510 was in Chicago that the chairman ' 
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of the G. E. B. would cooperate with the officials of 510 in trying to put them on 
alee Who filled out the referendum in regard to raising the dues 
and initiation of 510? 

Linn: That was put out by 510. I don’t know who sanctioned putting it out, 
whether it was ‘the convention or the branch, but it was put out by the officials 
of 510. 

Murray (120): Who was the representative of 510 at that time? 

Linn: James Gilday. 

Murray (120): Were you in eescauaters any time those ‘fellow workers were 
ejected from headquarters? 

Linn: On July 29? Yes, I was es 

Murray (120): Did you see any weapons? 

Linn: I didn’t see any weapons. 

Murray (120): How many men were in that crowd? 

Linn: There were five or six men that walked up and told them that if they 
continued holding that meeting and would not adjourn they would have to leave 
the building. They were told to get up and walk out. There were five or ten men 
congregated around. Naturally when you are around a bunch of men they congregate 
to see what is going on. There were probably ten or twelve men that congregated 
to see what was going on, but about five or six men told them to leave the building. 

Murray (120): When the other G. E. B. called their meeting, did you attend 
their meeting? : 

Linn: They sent out a notice that the G. E. B. was going to meet, that is Rowan, 
Trotter, Bowerman, and Ryan. There were four of them. They said the board was 
going to meet, that is Rowan, Bowerman, Trotter and Ryan. I didn’t attend that 
session, as it was not called through the proper channels according to the Consti- 
tution, which says all board sessions should be called by the chairman of the G. E. B. 
and the chairman of the G. E. B. should attend all board sessions and that is the 
reason I didn’t attend the session. 

Murray (120): Did you approve of 510 putting out one dollar dues and five 
dollar initiation fees? 

Linn: Did I approve of it, yes. 

Grad (120): Fellow Worker Linn, what part of the Northwest was it that 
Rowan was recognized as Jesus of Nazareth? 

Linn: In that statement, I refer to the membership of 120 as a whole in the 
Northwest. I guess that includes Washington and Oregon. I don’t know how it is 
at the present time, but Rowan did have a pretty good following. That is the 
reason I contend he was used as a dupe by these other parties. They had been 
looking for somebody that had the following of the membership. That is the reason 
I made the statement. I contend James Rowan at the time did have an awful 
following. He had practically the whole membership of I. U. 120 behind him. 

Oates (110-120): I would like to ask one question. Did you concur with the 
action taken by Fellow Worker Fisher in raising the initiation and dues of 510? 

Linn: I concurred in that resolution regarding the retrenchment policy for 
I. U. 510 that they be allowed to regulate their finances in order to get themselves 
on a paying basis. I voted for that resolution and was in favor of 510 being allowed 
to use some means whereby they could exist. I realize that 510 is not like these 
other I. U.s, that they are in a position where they have a greater expense than these 
other I. U.s. They have to maintain halls and port delegates in order to get the 
men from the ships. Judging from the past experience of I. U. 510 they can’t 
exist on the present basis of revenue they receive at fifty cents a month dues, so 
I was in favor of allowing them to use some means of raising the dues in order 
to allow them to get on a paying basis. 


Oates (210-220): Then you agreed to raise the initiation and dues? 
Linn: Yes. 
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Erwin (230): Were you notified by the G. E. B. of five that 
they wanted to take up was the investigation of the ballot fraud? 
Linn: No, I just received a notice from four, James Rowan, Fred Bowerman, 
Harry Trotter and P. D. Ryan that the General Executive Board would meet. That 
is all it said in the statement, but there was a call put out. How it came about in 
the first place was like this. It was put out by Adolph Vangsness. He demanded 
a board meeting. That is the reason he gave to investigate these 510 ballots. That 
_ is how Fellow Worker Fisher happened to put out this ballot to be voted on to 
call a board session. 
; Erwin (230): Did you make any investigation a 
in regard to the fraudulent ballots? 

Linn: As a board member, I was never interviewed by that committee. 
headquarters and within forty feet of where the 
board members didn’t confer with me at all. The way I understand from two or three 
ballot committees they requested the chairman of the ballot committee to investigate 

| them at once. He investigated to the best of his ability. He sent his report back 
| and it was accepted by the ballot committee while it was in session. 
| Erwin (230): Did you read the minutes of the ballot committee where they 
| stated the general executive board investigated the ballots? 
| 


one of the things 


Ss an individual board member 


I was in 
y were counting the ballots. The 


Linn: No, I never saw anything like that. 

Leonard (310): In that meeting in March, the first meeting of the G. E. Be 
there was a motion made by Linn, seconded by O’Neill, that they adjourn sine die. 
Did that mean the G. E. B. was not going to meet any more? 

Linn: That is the meaning of sine die. 

Leonard (310): When you made ,that motion you were not in favor of the 
G. E. B. meeting during their term of office? 

Linn: Unless something of importance arose that needed immediate attention 
. by the G. E. B. members. I didn’t see any reason for holding a board meeting 

every week or ten days to go over and wrangle about who was going to pay them, 
what pay they were going to get, and one thing or another. I figured that any 

time anything arose within an organization that needed attention by the G. E. B. 

a board session could be called by the chairman any time. 

Leonard (310): In that meeting of July 29 when you voted to concur, or when 
"the G. E. B. voted to concur ‘with M. T. W. 510 raising their initiation and dues, 
did you realize you were breaking the constitution of the I, W. W.? 

Linn: In a way, I was. In a way, I was not, because it states in the* constitu- 
. tion that any IJ. U. that is on an unsound basis or indebted to headquarters, cannot 
| Pay its per capita, etc., shall have its finances regulated by the G. E. B. and some 
means be provided whereby it.can increase its revenue or put itself on a 
| financial standing. 

Leonard (310): It does not say in that part of the constitution that the initia- 
. tion and dues can be raised, does it? 

Linn; No, it does not state that. 
: Leonard (310): It also says in another article the initiation is one dollar and 
the dues fifty cents. 
linn: Yes, it does. } 
Thompson (440): Fellow Worker Linn, according to the G. E. B. minutes for 
March at the bottom it says we adjourn sine die. According to that it had no right 
to meet for the rest of the term. ‘ 

I understand that was no typographical error. That question was debated for 
Some time as to whether that would be put in. 

Linn: When the motion “was made, there was objection raised and it was de- 
bated. The way I understood it any time anything of importance arose within 
the organization that needed attention of the board members a board session could 
be called by the chairman of the board at any time. Until such time as anything 
of veal importance arose the board would not meet. 


167 


Thompson (440): What was the objection to this convention adjourning sine 
die? I can’t see why that would not apply to the G. E. B. I would like to have 
you tell us something about your arrest. I think that has something to do with the 
controversy. 

Linn: You mean the time I was arrested when I came into town? In order to 
do that, I would have to explain it all. I arrived in town here that evening coming 
from North Dakota about nine o’clock. I had been in town about a matter of 
three hours or so, myself and Fellow Worker Charlie Reilly were coming down Van 
Buren Street going home and were a block from where I live when a big car drove 
up known as ‘the flying squad from the central bureau. There were about five in 
that car. They jumped out with guns and told us to get into the car. I said, 
“Officer, I would like to know what the charges are,” 

He said, “I will show you what you are arrested for,” using a lot of foul lan- 
guage. He started to be rough. Naturally I told him what I thought. The out- 
come of it was we got beaten up a little and were put in the wagon, or in this 
automobile and they started to drive down a couple of blocks. When we got to 
the corner I noticed this man Bowerman and somebody else standing on this corner. 
I didn’t know the other man. I just got a glance. I saw his face, but I don’t know 
who he was. They put us into the wagon and took us to the Des Plaines station and 
had us charged with robbery, highway robbery, bank robbery and Christ knows what 
they didn’t have us charged with. They were going to take us to the bureau in the 
morning. _ 

In the morning they took us before the judge, and when we came before the judge 
they got all these charges of robbery dismissed and got disorderly conduct against 
us. The arresting officer got up and testified against us for disorderly conduct and 
said we were well known crooks and gangsters and resisted arrest and offered to 
fight the officer when we were arrested. Those are the grounds for disorderly conduct. 


I tried to explain to the judge, but as soon as I tried to open my mouth he said, 
“Two hundred and costs.” I am pretty thoroughly convinced that was a frame-up 
case. I have always been convinced that Fred Bowerman was nothing else but a 
fink and an under cover man. When I was up before this judge I happened to see 
him in the court room also. There was a big crowd around like these entangled 
courts are. There was a crowd around the judge and he was there also. I didn’t 
get an opportunity to state the case. I was just railroaded out to the workhouse. 
That is the reason I was not able to appear at this convention. 


Speed (510): Fellow Worker Linn, did Joe Fisher or you or anyone else in 
headquarters get any communications from John Aron relative to the raising 


of dues and initiation in the action taken by 510? 2 


Linn: Yes, Fellow Worker. Fisher received various communications and he 
also received a notice that 510 had put out a referendum ballot for dollar dues and 
it was carried unanimously and that 510 members were in favor of the one dollar 
dues and five dollar initiation and were going to put it into practice whether the 
general administration stood for it or not, because they had to in order to exist 
as an industrial union. There were various communications between the chairman 
and them. I didn’t see these myself and I think Fisher could give you more infor- 
mation than I could, because I didn’t read all these communications myself. 

Chairman Welinder: You stated, Fellow Worker Linn, in your report that you 
voted against the meeting of the board, as you didn’t consider the reason given 
sufficient to hold a board meeting. Just what were the reasons given for calling 
the board meeting? 

Jinn: The man that issued the call for the board meeting, the G. E. B. member 
of 120, gave as his reason for the investigation of these 510 ballots that these 
510 ballots, as I understand it, had already been accepted by the ballot committee 
three or four months previous to that. At that time Vangsness was in headquarters 
as a G. E. B. member. I was satisfied with the report, but he should have brought 
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it up a+ the proper time. Another point he brought up for calling the board session 
was to investigate why Doyle went to Washington, D. C., on his trip. 

Chairman Welinder : I just want to ask another question. 
quarters on July 29? You saw no guns used? 

Linn: No. 

Chairman Welinder: No hijacks, no Weapons of any kind and no violence? 

Linn: No. 

Murray (120): Fellow Worker, 
of these bulletins? 

Linn: The general office bulletin? I think I did have an article in there. I also 
had an article in there in reply to a resolution from the 310 branch in Portland, 
Oregon. 

Murray (120): Were you one of the rank and file that put this into the bulletin? 

. Linn: I was one of the members present at headquarters when they were told 
to go out and I also signed my name to that statement, as we were accused of being 
gunmen, hijacks, gangsters, and I don’t know what we were not accused of being. 

Murray (120): This is a statement of what the rank and file has to say under 
date of August 1. 


Linn: My name is not signed to that. 

Murray (120): You weye one of those fellow workers who helped to put the 
G. E. B. out of the building? 

Linn: I was there when Fellow Worker Fisher notified them there were charges 
preferred against them and that they would have to adjourn their meeting. 

Murray (120): You approved of that action ? 

Linn: I did, yes. The only thing I am sorry for is that we didn’t put them out 
the way we should have put them out. 

Murray (120): In regard to these 510 ballots, did the G. E. B. and Joe Fisher 
communicate and have any agreement regarding the 510 ballots? 

Linn: The G. E. B. was not interviewed by the ballot committee, as they re- 
quested the chairman of the G. E. B. to investigate these ballots at once. 

Murray (120): You were in the building at the time Joe Fisher went to New 
York to investigate the ballots? 

Linn: Yes. 

Murray: And he didn’t ask you questions about calling a meeting of the G. E. B.? 

Linn: No, he told me at the time the ballot committee had requested him to 
investigate the ballots and he was going to do so. 


Murray (120): You approved of Joe Fisher going to New York City without 
any authority except his own? 


Linn: He has that right to investigate as chairman of the G. E. B. 

Murray (120): Then the ballot committee had more right than the G. E. B.? 

Linn: The ballot committee had a right to request an investigation if they wished 
to do so, and the chairman of the G. E. B. has the power to investigate. 

Murray (120): According to your statement, the ballot committee has the power 
over the G. E. B. 

Linn: I never made that statement. I just made the statement that the ballot 
committee investigated. They have the privilege to do so. They can make any 
request they want to. That does not give them power because they inake the request. 


Murray (120): Asa G. E. B. member, after you heard about this ballot com- 
mittee, did you make a final investigation any way yourself? 


You were in head- 


did you sign your name to any article in one 


Linn: I was unable to investigate the committee while I was in Chicago. In 
order to investigate you would have to go to New York, so I could not very well 
investigate them outside of the ballots themselves. In Chicago the only thing I 
could do was to investigate the ballots. 


Murray (120): What I. U. did you represent on the G. E. B.? 
Linn: Industrial Union 110. a 
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Murray (120): Didn’t you think it your duty as a G. KE. B. member to try 
to call a meeting with Joe Fisher to investigate those ballots? 

_ Linn: No, I didn’t think it was necessary at that time. I figured that the chair- 
man of the board had the power to do that and he was not very busy at that time. 
The rest of the board members had to be around there and take care of the work 
of their I. U.’s and he could go out and investigate these ballots and make his report, 
which he did. I myself was satisfied with the report he made. 

Murray (120): When Fellow Worker Fisher came from New York, did he 
call a G. E. B. meeting to make his report to Linn? 

Linn: No, he sent the report to the ballot committee and it was published to the 
membership as a whole through the general office bulletin. He also sent his report 
to the ballot committee in the main office and it was looked over by all board mem- 
bers present and also the secretary-treasurer and assistant and it was printed in the 
general office bulletin. It was also put out for the membership. 

Murray (120): Did you approve of Joe Fisher sending his report on to the ballot 
committee ? 

Linn: I thought the ballot committee should have some idea of what he ac- 
complished in his investigation, as they were the ones requiring the investigation, 
and I thought it was no more than proper they should know what conclusion he 
arrived at in investigating the ballots. He didn’t send it to them alone. He sent 
it to the main office also. 

Murray (120): Did you see Joe Fisher’s report on the balloting? 

Linn: It is a pretty lengthy report. The report is in the general office bulletin. 
I guess you could get a copy of it. If you were active in the organization, you should 
have gotten hold of it and read it, as it was put out to the membership. I could 
not state the whole report. It is a long time since I saw it. 

Murray (120): Then you approve of it, that is of the 510 ballots being put 
out by the industrial union, the raising of the initiation fees and dues? 

Linn: I didn’t know anything about it until it was over. It was I. U. 510 that 
put out that ballot. 

Grad (120): Fellow Worker Linn, were you around Everett, Washington, in 
1913? 

Linn: No, I was a little boy running around in knee breeches at that time hang- 
ing on to my mother’s apron string. | 

Grad (120): Were you in Centralia, Washington, in 1914? 

Linn: No, I was in that country in the winter of 1918. I believe I went through 
Centralia at that time, but I didn’t belong to the organization at that time. 

Grad (120): Then you didn’t see any men out there going around in women’s 
clothing? 

Linn: I didn’t belong at that time, because I joined the organization early in 
the spring of 1919. I knew absolutely nothing about it at that time. I was like 
the rest of the young brats running around the country. 

Grad (120): You believe anything published in the J. W. W. papers has to 
be true? 

Linn: No, I don’t think so. 

Gard (120): Don’t you think everything that is published is true? 

Linn: The people that publish articles and write them have the proof, I guess, 
of whether they are right or not. I myself can’t judge every article in the general 
office bulletin or every publication. I am not acquainted with everything that 
happens in this world myself. 

Oates (210-220): Fellow Worker Linn, did you personally assist in putting 
Rowan out of the building? : 

Linn: In which way? I was there, yes, when. they were told to get out, that 
is about all. They just got up and walked out. There.was no fighting, no beating up. 

Oates (210-220): I understood you to say that you signed your name to the 
article on gunmen and gangsters. 

Linn: Yes. 
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Oates (210-220): ‘They took the responsibility of putting these men out? 

Linn: They took the responsibility of these men going out of headquarters be- 
cause they were the men there. All these men had been accused of being gang- 
sters in the bulletin and also in articles put out by Rowan and the others. We wanted 
to clarify the membership on the situation. 

Oates (210-220): If I am not mistaken, that statement says they put them out. 

Linn: I don’t know how it was worded, something to that effect. 

Oates (210-220): You didn’t help physically to put them out? Do you think 
there was any necessity of putting that statement out in the field? 

Linn: Any time I am accused of being a gunman and gangster, a hi-jack, I think 
I have the privilege of making some kind of statement. I was there and there were 
no guns used at that time, and that is the reason I put out that statement. They 
were mysterious and tried to give the impression there was a bunch of gunmen from 
Chicago who were hired. There were no hired gunmen. 

Oates (210-220): That is the real idea of the statement? ? 

Linn: That was the idea, to give the membership the idea that there were no 
hired gunmen, gangsters or anything like that, that they were all members. If 
they were not officials, they were members working in and around Chicago, active 
members that came around headquarters. 

Leonard (310): You stated that at the first meeting when you were discussing 
adjourning sine die you understood the chairman could call the session at any time. 

Linn: The objection was raised in regard to adjourning sine die and the point 
was brought up. As I stated, any time it became necessary or anything of im- 
portance arose within the organization that needed the attention of the G. E. B. they 
would go into session and take the matter at once,.and the chairman of the board 
could call that session. That point was raised. It was a common understanding 
among the board members to that effect. 

Erwin (230): It does not take a two-thirds majority to call them into session? 

Linn: According to the constitution, he has. 

Erwin (2380): It does not take a two-thirds majority to call them into session? 

Linn: It states clearly in the constitution that the chairman of the executive 
board can call the board into session at any time. 

Leonard (310): Did you ever see any of these ballots of 510 raising the initia- 
tion and dues? 

Linn: No, not to my knowledge. 

Leonard (310): Do you believe those ballots were fraudulent? 

Linn: You mean the 510 ballots or the general ballots? 

Leonard (310): The general referendum ballots on the sliding scale of initiation 
and dues. I am of the opinion, as Fellow Worker Fisher stated in his report, they 
were fraudulent ballots in a sense, but that was due to the ignorance of the new 
members in the I. U. that didn’t understand the situation and they thought all mem- 
bers on the boats had a right to vote and naturally they took the card numbers, ac- 
cording to the looks of the ballot, thinking they would use those fellow workers’ 
card numbers and names in voting on the ballots. 

After Fellow Worker Fisher interviewed several of the prominent members of 
510, also members around New York and Brooklyn, J think he also interviewed some 
of the delegates that put: out these ballots and he came to the conclusion it was more 
or less difficult due to the ignorance of the members. A lot of them are new 
members in I. U. 510, which has grown rapidly in the last few years and is composed 
of members who have not a clear understanding of the organization, but the way 
those ballots were cast they were fraudulent. You knew the dollar due stamps were 
printed through the Equity Printing Company? 

' Linn: No, I did not. 

Swanson (310): Tt says, “We put them out.” Does that mean you used force? 

Linn: According to the way it is worded, I supposie it would be interpreted that way. 
The article was drawn up in a hurry when the bulletin was printed and probably the 
exact language was not in there, but could be interpreted. It does not mean that. 
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It meant we were the members who were there and responsible for their leaving the 
building. 

Swanson (310): ‘There is another thing in the August bulletin about the rank 
and file. Did you read it? It was put out by the same company. 

Linn: I think there were various members of the organization around head- 
quarters at that time that drew up this statement and sanctioned it. 

Swanson (310): I just asked you, because statements have been made. 

_.. Swanson (310) read from the bulletin... 

Linn: That I could not state thoroughly myself. I have only the members’ word 
who were present around Chicago at that time. I am not familiar with the details of 
that happening, but I read that article before it was printed as a whole. There may 
have been a few points that I was not familiar with, but I am familiar with the fellow 
workers around there that knew something about this case. I supposed they did 
anyhow, they were around Chicago at that time. 

Chuba (440): Fellow Worker Linn, was there any man not belonging to the I. 
W. W. at 1001 West Madison Street on the 29th of July? 

Linn: Every man in headquarters was well known to me and to the members of 
the organization. If there was a man not a member of the organization I failed to 
see him. : 

Chuba (440): You said you helped put them out. 

Linn: I stated I was present when they were told to adjourn their meeting. 
They were told to get out. Naturally they got up and went out. No battle occurred 
until afterwards. There was a battle on the street. I was not mixed up in that and 
didn’t know how it happened. At that time I was upstairs helping Doyle and John 
Grady check over 520 books, myself, Doyle, and John Grady, and that little fight 
on the street occurred with these members after they left the building and congre- 
gated on the corner. When Latchem went down they beat him up and two or three 
men went to his assistance. I guess they had a free-for-all fight, but I didn’t even 
see it, as I was on the third floor at that time. In headquarters there was no fighting 
of any kind. 

Chairman Welinder: You have heard the report. What is your pleasure re- 
garding Fellow Worker Linn? 

Jordan (110): I move the temporary suspension of Fellow Worker Linn be lifted? 

Hanson (110): I second the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: We have had this motion two or three times and I have 
been upheld in not entertaining it before the case was disposed of. 

Jordan (110): Owing to the fact you did that, it caused a lot of confusion 
on this floor. 4 

Chairman Welinder: I rule it out of order until the case is disposed of. You 
will have to rescind this action or otherwise. 

Linn: I just want to make this statement. In regard to a suspended executive 
board member, I understand all the executive board members are suspended and 
we have no G. E. B. I think this convention should outline some plan for a G. E. B. 
I would recommend to this convention that this present form of G. E. B. is, in 
my estimation, causing confusion. Even if they can’t arrive at a better form than 
has been, they would be a thousand times better off if they went over to this form. 
I myself as chairman of the G. O. C. of 110 don’t want to be a board member 
in any shape or form. I would like to make a recommendation that they outline some 
plan of G. E. B. and do away with the present plan. It cannot function for the best 
interest of the organization. As each chairman of board members comes into session 
he does not work for the organization as a whole, he just attempts to get some- 
thing for his I. U., as he is not elected by the organization as a whole. Therefore, any 
time he goes into a board session he is only trying to get something for his I. U. 
and the organization as a whole is neglected. Therefore, I think some form for a 
G. E. B. should be adopted, even going back to the old plan. 

Hanson (110) : I move that Fellow Worker Linn be exonerated of all charges 
against him in the controversy. 
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Chuba (440): I second the motion. 

Hanson (110): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Workers: There is very 
little to be said. Practically everything in Fellow Worker Linn’s report has been 
covered in previous cases. We know what has happened and what has not. I 
am willing to waive and let it go to a vote. 

Erwin (230): This shows inconsistency. Fellow Worker 
in the same boat, he attended the same meetings, had the same excuses and everything. 

Murray (120): I make an amendment to the motion that Fellow Worker Linn be 
expelled on the same grounds that Fellow Worker Gibson was expelled, that he as 
a G. E. B. member didn’t live up to the rules of the constitution. 

Jordan (110): Fellow Worker Gibson was not expelled. - ; 

Chairman Welinder: There was no second, and if there was a second I could 
not entertain it. You may speak for the motion, Murray, if you want to. 

Murray (120): Iam against the motion on the same grounds that Fellow Worker 
Linn has no trust in his office whatsoever. He stated here he thought it was an I. U. 
atfair to put out 510 ballots and he also thought it was a general organization 
affair to take his instructions from a ballot committee, and he has broken the 
constitution by doing so. 

Leonard (310): I will make an amendment that Fellow Worker Linn be found 
guilty of breaking the constitution. 

Murray (120): I second the amendment. 

Chairman Welinder: The amendment is contradictory to the motion I have 
already entertained. I know it is incorrect, but I will entertain it and you may 
rule it out of order. i 

Leonard (310): I move that he be found guilty of breaking the constitution 
under the same article that Fellow Worker Fisher broke it. 

Mann (110): I appeal if you entertain that motion. 

Chairman Welinder: My position is this. I realize it is not according to parlia- 
mentary rules. I stated so, but we have entertained them in the past several times, 
and there is ground for entertaining them, and we are dealing with a man’s conduct 
as a whole. I could not entertain the amendment to carry any other sense with it 
but simply that he be declared guilty. As we have entertained others, I entertained 
this. There is an appeal taken from the Chair. 

Mann (110): I take the position that the amendment is the direct opposite of the 
motion. The amendment is that we find him guilty and the motion is that we do 
not find him guilty. The application of an amendment is either to change the motion 
a little by adding or taking away something from the motion but not to entirely 
change it in opposite character. It changes the motion to opposite character when 
it says we find him guilty of certain violations. 

Further, if we do this we will be in the same position we were in yesterday. I 
contend it is out of order. 

-.. Recording Secretary McCarthy took the chair. The Chair was not sus- 
tained, five to eleven, and the amendment was declared out of order. 

Linn: I understand a motion was made that I be exonerated of all charg’es 
against me. I would like a point of information, whether there are any charges 
against me and what the nature of the charges is, if any. 

Chairman Welinder: The charges are in a form that could not be entertained; 
so far as the accusations are concerned, they are in regard to what has been said in 
the bulletin, the fraudulent ballots, etc. The convention holds that the members 
of the G. E. B. have to report to this body and they have the power to accept or 
reject. On those grounds we have not entertained these motions in the past. 

Leonard (310): I cannot vote in favor of that motion. I believe Fellow Worker 
Linn did break the constitution. He admitted he voted in favor of 510 raising the 
initiation and dues, and he also admitted that the constitution says what the dues 
and initiation shall be, and I believe it is in Fellow Worker Linn’s credentials that 
the initiation is two dollars and the dues fifty cents. I believe he did break the 
constitution. 


Gibson was exactly 
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Gray (110): I want to say Linn did not admit those things. He gave his opinion, 
Never is a man on trial for what he thought until he comes to a convention, when 
motions are made to expel people here because they thought this and that. If he is 
on trial at all, he is on trial for what he did and not for what he thought. If we 
are going to try people properly, we should try them for what they did. Do you 
think Fellow Worker Murray violated the constitution when he tried to split the I. 
W. W. by attending a rival convention, and nothing on this floor is as dirty as that. 

Mann (110): I just want to make one statement. Linn said he didn’t know 
anything about due stamps being printed and he said he made a motion regarding a 
retrenchment program. 

Now, if I am correct, I think the question was asked by Fellow Worker Leonard 
or Erwin and he said he knew nothing about it. 

Chairman Welinder: It seems comical to me that you take one man Gibson and 
vote to suspend him for three years from office, which in my mind is a blessing, under 
the guise that he is feeble-minded for making a motion and here comes Fellow Worker 
Linn directly up here giving his statement and you vote to exonerate him. I 
would say for the fellow worker on the floor at least he has not come with the 
the flimsy excuse that he didn’t know any better. He came straight and said he 
approved of it. Are you going to dole out one kind of medicine to one for doing a 
thing and another kind to another? I think it is an insult to the fellow workers 
to come with such a statement that they didn’t know any better. There are at least 
two men who have not sidetracked the issue, there have been three for that matter, 
but Fellow Worker Doyle and Fellow Worker Linn stated plainly their position. 

Now, the thing is this: you have condemned and convicted certain members for 
exactly the same thing, and you have not the guts when it comes to other members. 

Swanson (310): Fellow Worker Chairman, is an amendment in order? 

Chairman Welinder: That depends on the nature of it. 

Swanson (310): I want to make an amendment that Fellow Worker Linn has 
neglected: his duties as a G. E. B. member. 

Oates (210-220): I second the amendment. 

Chairman Welinder: The motion is that he be declared exonerated from all alle- 
gations in regard to the controversy; the amendment is that he neglected his duties 
asa G. E. B. member. If the amendment carries, it does not carry the motion. 

Oates (210-220): Irise to a point of order, Fellow Worker Chairman. My point 
of order is this. At the time you took the question of initiation and dues out of the 
hands of the finance committee and put it into the hands of this convention, it 
became a part of the controversy. As Fellow Worker Linn has been a part of that 
controversy, then he comes within it. 

Chairman Welinder: The amendment does not say in what respect he has neg- 
lected his duty as a G. E. B. member. It will be for the Chair to assume the maker 
of the amendment means something. 

Swanson (310): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates: He 
has not tried to do anything to get the G. E. B. together. 

Chairman Welinder: If that is what you mean, your amendment will be out of 
order. 

Swanson (310): I withdraw the amendment. 

Oates (210-220): I refuse to withdraw. 

Swanson (310): I can speak for it anyway. 

Chairman Welinder: Your second did not withdraw. 

... Oates (210-220) withdrew his second... 

Swanson (310): I have the same ideas as the chairman. I don’t think we should 
punish one man and not punish another, 

Oates (210-220): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Workers: That looks 
like another catch motion on the floor, combining one thing with another. I want 
to make an amendment to that motion, that we find Fellow Worker Linn guilty of 
neglecting his duties as a G. E. B. member by concurring with the raising of initia- 
tion and dues of Industrial Union 510. 
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Broman (120): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Workers: There is no 
amendment which can apply to that motion. In the first place, it is foolish to 
try to make an amendment to it, because the only way you could do it would be 
to turn around and exonerate him of one thing. You could not find him guilty 
as long as the original motion was to exonerate him. You would have to limit it to 
one certain thing. Personally, I think that Linn has committed violations of duties 
as a G. E. B. member as well ag the others. Therefore, I don’t believe he should 
be exonerated with a blanket indictment, as it were, and I would like to bring up 
some specific charges as a G. E. B. member. It can’t be done with this motion. 

Hanson (110): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Workers: You talk about 
the inconsistency of this convention. I have voted consistently with regard to these 
G. E. B. members. I voted that Fellow Worker Kapon be found guilty in not trying 
to lift the injunction. I also voted against this convention going on record as not 
allowing Kapon to hold office. 

I voted against the motion that Gibson should not hold office for a certain length 
of time. I am. certainly consistent in making this motion and speaking for it. In 
regard to the statement that Fellow Worker Linn concurred with the action of 510 
or the referendum vote of 510, you have only his word stating he concurred in it. 
He didn’t state as a board member how, he merely stated he concurred with this action. 

In regard to refusing to meet with the G. E. B. members, if you are going to 
penalize a man on whether he meets with the board or not, that I claim is ridiculous 
and that is exactly the way I interpret the statement of one delegate here, that you 
are going to penalize him because he didn’t vote to call a board meeting. If he voted 
to call a board meeting, I suppose it would be all right. 

We have all these statements of various committees that he not only agreed 
to meet with them but he tried to call a meeting of the members of the board meet- 
ing separately by themselves and that they refused to meet with him and Fisher and 
Gibson. What are we trying to tell anyway? 

Chairman Welinder: The motion is in order. 

... The motion was lost.... ; 

Murray (120): I make a motion we find Fellow Worker Linn guilty of breaking 
the constitution and not living up to it as a G. E. B. member. 

Grad (120): I second the motion. 

Gray (110): The motion is out of order unless you specifically state what part 
of the constitution he violates. 

Murray (120): Page 16. 

Gray (110): Iam asking for a ruling. 

Chairman Welinder: The motion is in order. \ 

Gray (110): He violated the whole constitution? , 

Chairman Welinder: The motion is in order just as well as you can accuse 
aman of stealing without specifying. the amount he stole. He violates the constitution 
like you say he is violating the principles, etc. 

Henrikson (330): I make an amendment to the motion that we find Fellow 
Worker Linn guilty of violating Article VIII, Section 3 (a). 

Erwin (230): I second the amendment. 

Gray (110): I have heard a lot about inconsistency this afternoon in regard 
to what happened to other G. E. B. members. The inconsistency didn’t happen in 
my case. I, voted consistently in regard to injunction, etc. When men are put 
in an official position in an organization which includes a gang like this they don’t 
start fighting about rules and regulations and constitution, but when they are at- 
tacked they fight back, and that is what Arthur Linn did and the rest of them. 
Tam going to vote down the line for all these that were not injunctionists. The 
point is: Are they right as a whole or wrong as a whole. I am going to condemn one 
Side and fight for the other. 

Broman ( 120): I wish to say this. We are not discussing the injunction. That 
became an issue after these things were violated. Just because that became the 
main issue when those bringing about the injunction refused to appear before the 
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convention hardly settles it as far as we are concerned. This is the issue now, and 
I contend it should be settled. 

As far as the amendment goes, I consider it out of order. As I stated yesterday, 
Article 7 does not apply to the G. E. B. members, but I do think he violated other 
parts of the constitution, especially paragraph 4 of Section 5, Article HI, when 
he turned around and consented to Fisher going East to investigate the fraudulent 
ballots when it plainly states all such matters shall be settled by the G. KE. B, 

Mann (110): I didn’t think it’ was necessary to discuss this matter. When the 
controversy came up here on the floor, I was the one, I believe, that got up here 
and opposed the proposition of injecting M. T. W. into the controversy, because | 
consider it a thing outside altogether, but you as a body ruled that it was a 
part of the controversy. Now, if you want to be consistent and consider it a 
part of the controversy, I will abide by that decision that it is a part of the 
controversy and the controversy can only be dealt with according to the principle. 
If you are going to deal with the principle, then you must deal with the case as a 
whole as seems appropriate to suit your particular purpose at this time. 

‘The amendment says he is guilty of this. It does not show on what grounds. 
No one can show me where Linn has made a motion to raise the initiation fee to 
$5 or the dues to $1. Nobody has shown me that on this floor and nobody can. 
He was man enough to admit that he was in favor of the so-called retrenchment 
program. I have my opinion and it perhaps does not agree with his, but, nevertheless, 
he explained it and no one was very much concerned to question him much farther, 
just passed it up. ; 

He claims he does not know anything about the dues stamps being printed, 
ke does not know where they were printed, yet you are going to charge him with 
violation of an article in the constitution that he didn’t have anything to do with. 
Even if he did, as long as you injected it into the controversy I for one will back 
him to the limit, because I can’t pick any spots in the controversy. I can only pick 
the principle involved. If you left it out of the controversy, perhaps I would have 
voted yes. All of them are guilty of violating the constitution on that score. When 
those men were confronted with another set of individuals who were doing everything 
in their power to break and destroy the organization, they were met with a pe- 
culiar situation that existed in an I. U., perhaps not wisely and not according to 
the constitution, yet they have acted under circumstances as they saw fit. These 
conditions were unnatural and therefore there is justification for it. 

Then the argument is brought up that he has violated other parts of the con- 
stitution. In regard to Linn and the entire discussion, there are pages and pages of 
this verbatim report-and his name was not mentioned once only as far as a reason 
for his not being here went into the report and reference to his action was not 
mentioned until this afternoon. 

If you want to be consistent, deal with the principle involved and don’t pick any 
spots, because you yourselves were responsible for bringing this into the controversy. 
The question is before me: Did he do right from the I. W. W. point of view during 
his tenure of office, did he protect the interest of the I. W. W., did he try to do 
anything harmful as a whole? If not, I am willing to O. K: him and willing to tell 
him he did his work as good as anybody would do. 

Oates (210-220): My stand on this is not the case of Arthur Linn, it is the 
ease of the G. E. B. member. Whatever action Arthur Linn has taken has nothing 
te do with the question of the G. E. B., but comes from another vital part concerning 
the I. W. W. 

I maintain Fellow Worker Linn, no matter what his intentions were, was derelict 
in his duties. He didn’t take steps to stop the five dollar initiation and dues. There is 
no use of throwing it into fighting Rowan. Everyone has his opinion and it is 
settled. Fellow Worker Linn and the other G. E. B. members raised the initiation 
and dues in one part of the organization against the wishes of the last referendum 
ballot. That is the question to me. 
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On these grounds, I think that Fellow Worker Linn as a G. E. B. member has 
been derelict in his duties and on that ground I think he should be censured. 

Fisher (110): Everybody else is talking. All kinds of things are brought up 
here. Somebody asks the question: Has the ballot committee more power than the 
G. E. B. I want to inform anybody if he knows anything about the I. W. W. pro- 
cedure it has been established that on a particular question a committee has more 
power than the G. E. B. 

If I am a secretary of the I. U. and the auditing committee comes in to audit 
my books, that committee has certainly more power than the organization committee 
of fhat industrial union and on the particular question of that ballot and the par- 
ticular results on that ballot the ballot committee had absolute power. When they 
asked Fellow Worker Fisher to investigate, I think they were empowered to do so. 
Furthermore, I believe that as chairman of an organization committee it is not nec- 
essary to take every little question before the body and have them vote on it. 

There are certain questions which come up and which need immediate attention 
and the chairman has to act and has to take it upon himself to act. I just bring 
this in because Fellow Worker Murray wanted Fellow Worker Linn expelled because 
he allowed Joe Fishcr to proceed to New York and approved such action. 

The only serious question I claim is a possible violation of the constitution. I 
will admit there was a violation of the constitution. On the question of raising of 
dues and initiation, I will admit ordinarily it is rather a serious violation of the 
constitution. 

I have to look on this case as Fellow Worker Gray expressed it here on the 
floor. The fighting was going on in the organization. It appears to me some of 
you fellows expect a fight of such a nature to go on like a fight in an arena where 
they have a referee and every time anyone hits below the belt they stop him. There 
were foul means used on both sides. The injunctionites, the most of them were hit- 
ting low. 

lt suggested itself to these fellow workers that by raising the dues and initiation 
fees of 510 it would bring more revenue into the treasury of 510 and I. U. 510 in 
turn could put more funds into the organization to maintain the organization. 

I claim the first duty they had in mind was to keep the organization together. 
In view of that fact, I have to vote not guilty. I claim if there ever was any jus- 
tification for breaking the constitution it was under those circumstances. 

Now, the question was raised that this was done before the injunction came out. 
That is true; it was done before the injunction came out, but it was done after 
the controversy had been on in full blast; it was done after all funds had been 
tried out, and it was done after 310 and 120 did not remit any money into the 
organization for months and months. 

I must decide the question as a whole, I can’t pick a particular issue and say, 
“You are wrong in this.’ We always claim the means justifies the end and from 
that standpoint I can excuse Fellow Worker Linn. 

Chairman Welinder: The point is raised about the amendment not being in order. 
I maintain that the amendment is absolutely in order so far as Articles III, V, 
and VI are concerned. 

... Chairman Welinder read the articles... 

Chairman Welinder: ‘The amendment reiterates what part of the constitution 
he has permitted to be violated. It states specifically he concurred with that action. 
It appears satisfactory that there was no proof submitted. 

1 also want to point out another thing that is dealt with, that Fellow Worker 
Linn is not charged with any specific thing. He is a member of the G. E. B, the 
same as the others in regard to the activities that took place, and on those grounds 
the amendment is certainly in order. 

There is only one thing I have to add to this: Due to the fact that this is a dis- 
ruptive element he is justified in all the action he undertook, if he had thrown the 
organization into complete turmoil, changed the whole structure, he would have 
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been justified in doing so if he only did one thing in return, fought Rowan. I 
can’t agree to that, but that is what is offered here, that he is justified in all his 
acts because he fought Rowan. 

Broman (120): What does the amendment say? 

... The amendment was read... : 

Leonard (310): I don’t agree with Fellow Worker Mann. He said today was 
the first time Fellow Worker Linn’s name was brought out on this floor. Fellow 
Worker Linn’s name was brought out on the floor several times with Fellow Worker 
Fisher’s, Fellow Worker Gibson’s and Fellow Worker Monoldi’s. 


Fellow Worker Mann also stated he didn’t believe it should be brought into the 
controversy. He said if you brought it in with something else he might have agreed 
to it. I would like to know whether he is going to abide by the decision of this 
convention, 

Mann (110): You bet you, will you? 

Jordan (110): I move as an amendment that we find the Marine Transport 
Workers’ Industrial Union 510 guilty of violating Article VII, Section 3 (a). 

Hanson (110): I second the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: The motion is out of order. 

Jordan (110): I take an appeal. 

Chairman Welinder: This is the case of Arthur Linn, and Joe Jordan making 
an amendment to the amendment. 

Jordan (110): It is the case of Arthur Linn, and it is a case of Jordan making 
an amendment to the amendment. This is the first time Fellow Worker Jordan has 
taken the floor today. It has been proven on this floor that the Marine Transport 
Workers’ I. U. did violate the constitution, that they violated Article VII, Section 
3 (a). Now you try to find Fellow Worker Linn guilty of violating Article VII, 
Section 3 (a), which he is not guilty of. 

In the first place, he is not a member of the Marine Transport Workers’ Industrial 
Union 510. He never raised the initiation, he never paid any dues to it. I claim the 
Marine Transport Workers are guilty. They are the guilty ones, they violated the 
constitution and enforced the five dollar initiation fee and the one dollar a month dues. 

Fellow Worker Linn had no voice nor vote on that ballot put out in the field. 
Now you are trying to come around here and find him guilty. For that reason, 
I made the amendment to the amendment, that we find them guilty of violation of 
Article VII, Section 3 (a). It surely is in order. You are all laughing because 
you know it is a fact. 

... The Chair was sustained .. . 


Speed (510): Fellow Worker Chairman: I agree with the last speaker that 
510 has violated the constitution. There is no question but when they got out 
that ballot they did. In Philadelphia when they violated the constitution by doing 
the same identical thing they were expelled from the organization, but I do believe 
this: that there are certain groups who for a justification of their acts, to justify 
themselves, want to punish others as a justification for their own misconduct. I can 
see nothing else, but that they themselves came to this convention believing thor- 
oughly that there was trouble in headquarters. Now they are disabused of that and 
they want to justify their position. That is the way I sum it up. They want to 
get back at some others as a justification for their own position. That is the way 
it appears to me. I can’t see any other reason. 

Linn, I believe, has done everything in his power to advance the best interest 
of the organization. One of the delegates, at least, said he should have called the 
Board. How could he have done it? It was absolutely impossible to call a whole 
board to suit one delegate. How could he call them? They would not listen to any 
reason. They were bound to have their own way and clean out headquarters. You 
talk about men trying to defend the best interests of the organization meeting with 
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that board. It is a ridiculous argument to put on the floor in view of the argument put. 


out concerning that, 
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It shows they want to justify some of their acts. A man who will get out an in- 
junction is the worst traitor conceivable. He has committed the crime of crim- 
inals against the organization, and it can’t be justified in any possible sense. Yet 
that attempt is being made as a justification for their own acts and the way they 
felt when they came to this convention, and for no other reason do they desire 
to punish these men, because in their own minds they won’t punish men who vio- 
lated their own constitution. Did they ever attempt to do that before this? Not 
on your life. They never brought one up, no matter what he did, for trial in an 
orderly way. They don’t give a damn for the constitution, and I know it as well 
as I am standing here, only for the use they can make out of it. That is the way 
the J. W. W. members have acted right down the line, and they say here they don’t 
know it. 

T have been in this organization since it was born and I have seen them override 
it time and time again, and if an effort was made to attempt to hold them in line 
they paid no attention to it. I have been among the lumberjacks of Washington, 
California, and elsewhere, and I know what I am talking about. 

But here there is a mass of conditions, no man nor I. U. in the organization can 
live up to it, that is if you try to do anything. You can’t live up to it and you 
don’t live up to it. That is brought out by the fact that you are not paying dues 
into the organization, have ignored it for six months. Why should you talk about 
the constitution? You are the last men in the world who should do it when you 
ean help to pay your bills and you refuse to do it. 1 

It makes me tired to hear men talking about the constitution that override it and 
only use it when it suits their purpose. I am sick of hearing about it. The constitution 
you know is not worth the paper it is written on and you know it as well as I do. 
This convention is not in accordance with the constitution. None of the delegates 
here are in accordance with the constitution, not a member of the board is there in 
a constitutional way. You know that too and then you harp about the constitution. 

Forget it, and let us be governed by common sense in these controversies, not 
try to get back at somebody because you were disappointed in what you hoped to 
have develop at this convention. = 

Oates (210-220): I would like Fellow Worker Speed to tell me if he favors the 
action of Fellow Worker Linn and Fellow Worker Joe Fisher in concurring with 
the initiations of five dollars and the dollar dues. 

Speed (510): You know my position, and that is all you need. 

Oates (210-220): Will you give it to me? I don’t know it. 

Speed (510): I brought it out on this floor. I am the one that made the protest 
against it and questioned Fisher on it and you know it. Now you want it all over 
again. Well, I won’t tell you. 

Henrikson (330): I notice there is some misunderstanding here on this amend- 
ment. Now, I admit Fellow Worker Linn has done a good job for the organiza- 
tion in helping to chase finks out of headquarters. As a member of the I. W. W. 
I owe thanks to him and I am willing to buy a red flag in all honor of Fellow Worker 
Linn, But Fellow Worker Linn on this floor here himself said that he seconded 
the motion raising the initiation and dues, or whatever you call it. Some of the 
delegates come here and say he is a great lawyer for having done it. > 

Jordan (110): I may be wrong, but did Fellow Worker Linn vote to raise the 
initiation fee and dues of the Marine Transport Workers’ I. U. 510, did he vote to 
raise the dues? : : 

Henrikson (330): Do you want that point of information? It was stated on 
this floor that they discussed how to finance it and it was left up to 510 to do it 
any way they saw fit. 

Jordan (110): That was not proven on this floor. 

Oates (210-220): Fellow Worker Linn said here, and I think he has had a chance 
to contradict it, that he concurred with the act. £ ; 

Linn: I stated that I seconded that resolution in regard to giving Industrial 
Union 510 the chance to make some provisions to raise the finances some way or 
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other. I did not state that I voted for a dollar dues or five dollar initiation. 1 
stated I was in favor and I would approve of it personally. I seconded the resolution 
and I voted for allowing them to work in conjunction with the chairman of the 
G. E. B. to find some means to raise their revenue. I stated I was in favor of 510 
having one dollar dues and five dollar initiation, but in regard to voting on it 
I was not a member of 510. As far as the dues are concerned, I don’t know yet 
whether they are charging one dollar dues in 510. Some people say they are not, 
and some people say they are charging it. 

Oates (210-220): Was I mistaken when I understood you to say you didn’t 
concur with the action? 

Linn: I could not concur with the action to allow 510 to devise some means to 
raise more revenue. 

Oates (210-220): I understood you to say you concurred with the five dollar 
initiation and one dollar dues. 

Linn: That is my opinion. 

Gray (110): I want a point of information. I want to know where anybody 
can show me in black and white where Fellow Worker Linn voted that 510 be 
allowed to have five dollar initiation and one dollar dues. 

Chairman Welinder: That point of information... 

Gray (110, interrupting): Is out of order. : 

Chairman Welinder: Except as stated here in regard to Fellow Worker Linn’s 
own statement on the floor. 

Fisher (110): I am going to ask Fellow Worker Linn a point of information. 
Fellow Worker Linn, when you voted for the motion that the G. E. B. legislate or 
supervise the financial affairs of 510, did you have the understanding then it meant 
that 510 would be allowed or that the G. E. B. would sanction their raising the 
initiation or dues? 

Chairman Welinder: I can’t entertain that question. That question is to restate 
his position in matters asked him before. 

Fisher (110): It would clarify the situation. 

Gray (110): I want to ask Fellow Worker Linn a question. Did you at any 
G. E. B. meeting vote to give 510 the right to charge five dollar initiation and one 
dollar dues? 

Linn: No. 

Jordan (110): I wish to state that I met quite a few members in the field this 
summer, and I would like a point of information from Fellow Worker Mann if he 
approves of five dollar initiation fee and one dollar a month dues. 

Mann (110): Yes. 

Chairman Welinder: If you are going to make a joke of this, we will have to 
keep on forever. 

...A roll call vote on the amendment was called for... 

... The amendment was lost... 

Broman (120): I wish to be recorded as voting no, as this section does not 
apply to the G. E. B. 

..-A roll call vote on the motion was called for... 

... The motion was lost 12 to 13... 

Mann (110): I move that Fellow Worker Linn be discharged as a member of 
the G. HE. B. 

Broman (120): I second the motion. 

... The question was called for... 

Murray (120): I want to be recorded as voting against it on the ground that he 
broke the constitution, and he should be expelled. 

...The motion was carried... 


180 


STATEMENTS OF GEORGE ELLIS, AUGUST WALQUIST, E. W. 
LATCHEM, LORRAINE McCARTHY AND HERBERT MAHLER 


Monday Afternoon Session, November 3rd 


The meeting convened at two o’clock p. m., Chairman Welinder presiding. 

Chairman Welinder: The meeting will come to order. 

..- Roll call by Chairman Welinder... 

Chairman Welinder: We shall now conclude with the hearings. 

Henrikson (330): I make a motion that all those fellow workers: whose names 
appear under this article, also those who have charges preferred against them, the 
officials that are already at this convention now, be given ten minutes to explain 
their actions. 

Mann (110): I second the motion. 
* * cs 

... The motion was carried... “ 

‘Chairman Welinder: George Ellis, will you come forward? Will you state 
the day you were up there, what you saw, and your actions? 

Ellis: Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates: JI was at head- 
quarters on the 12th of July and took part in helping lick the members of the 
G. E. B. The reason for doing so was because I believe they violated the principles 
of the I. W. W. ‘They were causing disruption in the organization, and the sense 
of the committee in Chicago among members of this organization was that their actions 
demanded these people cease holding these meetings there and putting their minutes 
Ute = 

I was not asked to go up there by Doyle or Fisher. I took it upon myself to do 
so. There were no guns used. I defy any one who says there were. Any one who 
says there were guns used at headquarters tells a lie and is nothing but a plain liar. 

I have a request I would like to make of this convention. If, after investigating, 
they find there were no guns used, that they print an official denial of that statement, 
because as a member of this organization for a little over. eight years I believe I 
have tried to live up to its principles. I might have violated the Constitution, certainly, 
but I believe I have tried to live up to the Constitution and the principles of this 
organization, and I don’t believe that my record deserves such a thing attached to 
it as that. I claim they are lies. 

There has been no proof. I challenge this Convention to prove anything different. 
It is no more than just in regard to this bunch of men who you say are the rank 
and file committee that there should be an official denial of that statement. I don’t 
want to take up any time at this convention. That is all I want to say, and I 
believe it is no more than right that that request should be granted. 

Chairman Welinder: You will have your name signed to that statement, and you 
will prove it? 

Ellis: Certainly. I wish to state further that if my action was not right in what 
I did, then I don’t know what the organization is. 1 have been for eight years in 
an organization I don’t know about, and I claim IJ have no business in an organization 
I don’t understand or partly understand. 

I know that circumstances alter cases. J know that these people were in that 
building using ill means to gain their end. I can take a committee down to a man 
who used to be at the head of the machinists’ union here and he would tell you that 
Bowerman was kicked out of the machinists’ union in Chicago, because he was a close 
associate of Leary. Leary was a field detective. 

Bowerman sent a representative to my room and wanted me to go on one of 
those trips to South Bend. I am strictly responsible for Harry Lewis going to South 
Bend and getting this information and the sworn affidavit. The kid didn’t want to 
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go, but I told him to go. It was a good thing to find out what was going on. 


I went to the G. E. B., not when they were in session but to the official members, ' 


What did they do? Nothing. That is the attitude that is taken all the time in : 
Chicago. I claim our action was right; my actions in the future will be the same 


as in the past. 


took individual action and each and every one of you delegates have done the same 


When I met a man that I thought was against the interest of this organization, I 


yourself, and I will do the same in the future. . 


has his name signed to the document who was in the hall on the 29th of July when 
this action took place, who will give a statement in this regard? Is any one present? : 
(No response) That being the case, there will be no further statements from these 
people, I guess. 


for questioning, if you want to ask me questions. In the first place, here we have 
a general office bulletin for August, 1924. On pages 14, 15, and 16, under investi- 
gating committee we have a statement by Doyle, Morris and Fisher in regard to 
asking the resignation of all the officials that were in any way connected with the 
controversy, also the statement of the so-called G. E. B. of five memberg which 
absolutely refused to have anything to do with any such arrangement whatever. I 


6 q O i 
just want to say a few words in regard to the action taken in drawing up these 
charges. 


I. U. 510 delegates were seated, myself and Fellow Worker Herlihy. I had been 


month. 


the committee came from the Rowan-Bowerman faction and wanted to know if 
Doyle and Fisher and Morris would go down to 2418 W. Madison and meet with them 


down there, which they agreed to do. So there were about fifteen members. There 
was Doyle, Fisher, Morris, 


2418 W. Madison Street to 
and when they got there the headquarters at 2418 W. Madison Street were closed 
and they beat it somewhe 
workers -mentioned. 


together to arrive at some agreement, an 
there seemed to be no possibilit 
getting the other side to withdr 


Some one to draw up charges against these so-calle 
appears among the committee selected. 


committee, as will be seen by these minutes, is nothing but a statement of facts as 
we saw them at that time and any action the 


ashamed of. I would do it again. 
I. W. W. and I have not yet been a 
In fact, I have been accused of bein 


at times contradictory and could not be lived up to. That is about all I have to say. F 


Chairman Welinder: Has any one else anything he wishes to say, any one who 


Chuba (440): Is not Arthur Linn here? 
Mann (110): I asked Hanley whether Arthur was in town and he said “No.” 


Walquist (510): Does that motion mean to investigate the committee also? 
Chairman Welinder: Yes. 


Walquist (510): Then I would have something to say probably. I will stand 


In going over these minutes, you will find that on the 27th day of August, two 


present at the meetings previous to that date, that is the 24th and 25th of that 


At one of the meetings (I am not positive, but I think it was the second meeting) 


and twelve of the investigating committee who went to 
meet them to see if they could come to an understanding, 


re, no one knew where, refusing to meet these fellow 


The investigating committee tried in every way to bring these two factions 
d after several attempts had been made and 
y of bringing them together or no possibility of \ 
aw the injunction, it then became necessary for i 
d fellow workers, and my name i 


.-. Walquist 510 read from the bulletin... 
Walquist (510): That is all I have to Say. Any action taken by the investigating 


y have taken in this regard I am not 

I have for sixteen years been a member of the 
ecused to being a disrupter in the organization. 

g a diplomat, if anything. 

I have tried to live up to the Constitution even though I thought the Constitution { 


Chairman Welinder. Now, there is a motion here that you fellows who have 
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participated in and had your name signed to the article in the bulletin take the 
floor for ten minutes, state specifically your action, and also state whether any guns 
or weapons of violence were used, and we will ask you to state your position. 

Latchem: Fellow Workers: It would pretty hard to state my position in the 
small amount of time of ten minutes. Maybe I can condense it into that amount of 
time. The starting of this present affair in reality dated back a long time prior 
to this affair; therefore, it would be very, very hard to condense the statements 
pertaining to this present affair into the small amount of ten minutes. 

My attention. was first called to some of the individuals connected with this 
controversy in 1922, when the pamphlet was issued, “Iessons in Economics,” which 
was a repudiation of every principle of the I. W. W. At the same time, there were 
published articles on geography, arithmetic, and other things that had no concern 
whatever with the workers. It became vrey plain and evident there was an attempt 
on foot to take the kick out of the I. W. W. literature and to poison our literature, 
the most vital source of propaganda for the workers, to make us reactionary. 

As a result of this, John Grady was removed from office for publishing this 
pamphlet. After this convention other things came up. During the convention they 
called my attention to two characters, Raddock and Fred Bowerman, who were 
apparently a continual bone of contention over some minor matter within their 
I. U. One of those matters consisted in forcing the branch secretaries to remit 
and account for all funds direct to the office of 440. No arrangement was made; 
for instance if a branch were composed mostly of Hungarian members and they 
should happen to raise funds for the Hungarian paper Bowerman demanded the 
funds be sent to him. The members objected to this very strenuously, said it 
should go direct and avoid the red tape, as money very seldom got to its destination 
that way. That was on the floor of the 1922 cenvention. 

By making it appear as though the Hungarian members in Cleveland had voted 
dues and initiation to support their paper, they got a grievance committee to bring 
in a recommendation that this be refunded to 440. But the convention refused to 
do it. Afterwards it was called to my attention, among other things, that Fred 
Bowerman, secretary at that time, refused to allow delegates from 440 to issue 
supplies to other I. U.’s and to receive supplies from other I. U.’s. 

For information on this matter I refer you to correspondence in the files of the 
general office under date of January 4 and 17, I think, in 1923, with the Toledo 
Branch 440. 

Other matters then came up which I will not go into, but which show the disruptive 
activities of these characters and that they were in reality enemies of the I. W. W., 
no matter under what camouflage they masqueraded. 

Therefore. any and:all moves of these individuals in connection with John Grady 
in the I. W. W. or outside of it were under grave suspicion among the members who 
understood the true motive back of their game. 

Therefore, in March, 1924, when Bowerman objected to the exposure of the 
Burns Detective Agency, it naturally popped into every mind: who else would 
object to it being exposed? That accounts for one of the reasons they are not here. 
Then Doyle went to Washington shortly afterward in connection with the same thing, 
as you all know. That accounts for the reason they wanted to make it appear in 
a bad light in connection with his trip to Washington and other trips, because they 
had something to cover themselves. It was the old gag of stop thief. 

So when on or about July 16 or 17, or whenever it was, their first telegram went 
out accusing gunmen of ejecting them from headquarters one or two of the telegrams 
came back in, and we immediately began to see that the organization was facing 
a crisis, that nobody but an under-cover man would send a telegram or correspondence 
to the branches saying that gunmen and hi-jacks and so on were doing what they 
accused us of doing, nobody but a thief himself would do such a trick. Therefore, 
we began to decide on action of some kind and talked about it. But when it was 
auggested Doyle would say, “No.” 
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The officials, both Doyle and Fisher, seemed to be unaware of what they were 
facing and what they were up against and seemed to be walking’ around like chickens 
with their heads cut off. 

Then when on July 21, or something like that, there was a notice sent to the 
bank to stop the funds of the general office including I. U. and defense funds, 
immediately some action was necessary. So at the G. E. B. meeting, the constitutional 
G. E. B. I refer to, we determined that the only course we could take was to 
recognize the G. E. B., no matter if there was only one man in it. And I hold if 
all the Constitution was on the side of the other fellows and they repudiated the 
preamble of the I. W. W. by their actions and otherwise, it is up to every member 
of the I. W. W. to stick to the I. W. W. preamble. 

So when this notice was’ served on them on July 29, that they were suspended 
members of the G. E. B. we took it upon ourselves witltout the use of any violence 
whatsoever to inform them that they were no longer wanted in the building and 
that the street was the place for them, that there was not room in the general 
headquarters for men of their character. 

Bowerman, especially, wanted to get beaten up. He said, “Go ahead,” and invited 
us in every way, shape, or form. But we didn’t comply with his fondest wishes 
and they have not been complied with to this, date as far as I know. 

In regard to weapons, etc., I never saw any around headquarters. I never used 
any. In fact, I am of the opinion that the use of weapons is not the deciding factor 
in any matter of this kind. It is for the membership to decide. Our motive was 
to bring matters to a head, which I think we did. 

Chairman Welinder: Your time is up. I will allow you a couple of minutes to 
finish, but I would like to have you state explicitly whether any violence or weapons 
were used. That is the main point. 


Latchem: The only violence that occurred was on the street. That has been. 


mentioned several times, the fact that I was mixed up in it on the street; they 
attacked me when I went to mail the letter. That was after the ejection. 

Chairman Welinder: No guns? 

Latchem: No guns. 

Chairman Welinder: No hi-jacking? 

Latchem: Nothing of the kind. No man but one with a diseased mind would 
let a story like that go before the I. W. W. The man who hung himself in doing 
that is like George Hardy when he published similar statements in 1921, when 
he was kicked out. : 

Chairman Welinder: If we are going to allow discussion on this case by mem- 
bers, not delegates, we will naturally have to extend that privilege to all. 

Latchem: Are there any questions you want to ask? 

Chairman Welinder: We have no questions we wish to ask. We desire to thank 
you for your statement. 

‘Cole (110): I would like to get a point of information through the Chair. Were 
you in that building during the first G. E. B. meeting? 

Latchem: No. 


* % * 


Lorraine McCarthy: Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Worker Delegates: 
I was in the building on July 29, and it is my fault that Joe Fisher was with the 
fellow workers who went out afterwards. I looked out of the window and saw 
Trotter hit Forrest Edwards. When Bowerman jumped on top of him, I_saitl: “Joe, 
gq down stairs. They are killing Edwards.” He was lying there and two of them 
were on top of him. 

Fisher went downstairs. I stayed in the window and saw Trotter get a bar and 
throw it at Fisher. Herbert Mahler hit Rowan and came back and helped somebody 
lift Forrest Edwards off the sidewalk. But Joe Fisher didn’t go downstairs with 
the rest of them. He went afterwards at my request to help Forrest Edwards into 
the building. 
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Chairman Welinder: I believe Herbert Mahler is here and should be given an 
opportunity to make his statement. Mahler, we are informed you were at 1001 
W. Madison Street on the famous day of July 29. We have asked all the fellow 
workers who were there to give a statement of what part they took, whether they 
saw any armed men or any physical force used, or if any acts of violence took place 
in that building, and to what extent. Do you care to give a statement to go into the 
verbatim report? 

Mahler: I presume it is more for questioning me. 

Chairman Welinder: No, you have ten minutes to give your statement as clearly 
as you can. 

Mahler: I am all out of breath. I just ran over, and I am all out of breath. 
There would hardly be time in ten minutes to cover it. 

BBG 

Chairman Welinder: Just what we want covered is the actions during July 
29th, The bulletin claims there was a gang of armed men, including several officials, 
who forced them out of the office and out of the building through violence, using 
guns, etc. That is the thing we want to be particularly clear on. 

Mahler: I would say this briefly. What I have to say will not require ten 
minutes. I would say on July 29 when the former Executive Board, Rowan, Trotter, 
Bowerman, and Anderson were ejected from 1001 W. Madison Street I acted as 
spokesman for the men who put them out. There were five in number. We put 
them out without the use of guns, and without the use of physical force. About 
twenty minutes later a battle occurred on the street, and I took part in that also. 

The reasons for putting them out I suppose have been pretty well covered. At 
the time we ejected them, they had been suspended as members of the organization 
and we went up there. First, I asked them if they were willing to meet with the 
other Executive Board members: Gibson, Linn, and Fisher, Doyle, in an effort to 
settle the controversy and they refused to answer my question. I told them if they 
refused to answer my question we were going to put them out on the street and keep 
them there. They refused to answer that also. 


So, giving them plenty of time, I told them we were going to put them out, that 
we were not going to hit them or beat them or anything, but were just going to put 
them out peaceably, that if they would not walk out quietly we could pick them up 
and carry them out. None of us carried a gun, and the other four men with me 
were well known members of the organization. 


They walked out. There was no resistance offered on their part, and I may say 
this, as far as the gin proposition is concerned, we knew it would be absolutely 
foolish to carry guns. No man would be foolish enough to shoot anybody in the 
headquarters of the I. W. W., because if you did so you would merely bring the 
bulls down there and they would close the building and do the things we are trying © 
to avoid. ! 

I was not present when the street battle started. Five of them jumped on. E. W. 
Latchem. This was probably twenty or thirty minutes after we put them on the 
street. Hearing of it,-I went down. When I got there Ryan and Rowan were 
pounding Latchem on one side of the newsstand on the corner and the other three 
were after Edwards. I went over to help Latchem and called to Rowan and Ryan 
to come one at a time. Rowan turned toward me and I hit him. That ended the 
fight as far as he was concerned. Ryan ran across Morgan Street. Seeing the 
battle was over, I turned and walked back. ; 

When I got to the door of headquarters, I turned around and saw Trotter hit 
Fisher over the head with an iron bar. I started back, and, in the meantime, 
Latchem had gone over there. That settled that end of it, so I walked back into 
the building. That is as far as I can tell you briefly, because I came up here 
hurriedly with no statement prepared. 

As far as any guns or hi-jacks are concerned, it is plain bunk. The men who 
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put them out signed that statement. I wrote it and passed it around for signature. 
There was nothing else. We didn’t need any more. 

Chairman Welinder: You still stand back of the statement you made in the 
bulletin as being correct? 

Mahler: Absolutely correct. 

Chairman Welinder: They state there were about thirty. Have you any exact 
information as to the approximate number? 

Mahler: There were five of us who went up to put them out. Some of the men 
took stations in the different portions of the building and watched them closely 
so there would be no reinforcements, and there would be no trouble. We wanted 
to put them out and keep them out, and we knew if we once had them out we would 
keep them out. The others were scattered around the building. 

Chairman Welinder: All right, fellow worker, we thank you for the statement. 


DECISIONS IN THE CONTROVERSY 


CASE OF TOM DOYLE 


Wednesday Afternoon Session, November 5th 


Chairman Welinder: ‘The first case is the case of Fellow Worker Doyle. The 
Chair will entertain a motion. State what you want to do with Fellow Worker Doyle. 

Cole (110): I move that Fellow Worker Doyle be exonerated from all charges 
preferred against him in this controversy and that he be not reinstated in office for 
a period of three years. 

Chuba (440): I second the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: I believe it would be better to say, ‘‘not eligible for office 
for a period of three years,” instead of the way Fellow Worker Cole worded it. 

Cole (110): All right. i 

Henrikson (3380): JI want a point of information. I want to know whether this 
sentence that is going to be pronounced is for a general organization office. 

Chairman Welinder: It is for general organization offices, yes. 

Fisher (110): If I ever heard a ridiculous motion this ‘surely is one. There 
are two contradictory actions in there. First of all it is going to exonerate the man, 
then it is going to punish him. The man has either done right or wrong. If he has 
done right, there is nothing against him. I believe in not punishing him anyway. 
If he has done wrong I want Fellow Worker Cole to say so and then we will punish 
him for it. 

Cole (110): All right I will take the floor and tell you. 

Fisher (110): Doyle is no friend of mine. That is not the reason I am asking 
this. . 


Cole (110): I don’t want to make any insinuating remarks. 


Fisher (110): It is very easy in the I. W. W. to pass a motion like this keeping 
a man out of office for this length of time for this or that.’ As far as I am concerned 
I have talked already myself until I am pretty blue in the face. I don’t care what 
the delegates do, it is immaterial to me, I have my own opinions and I think they 
are good. I would like to take some of these people up in a public debate on some of 
these questions. If they think they are so wise, so sure of their grounds, I would like 
to show them how ridiculous they are in their actions. Lots of talking seems to be 
useless. J claim if the man has not done wrong I believe you should exonerate him 


and not punish him. Wither exonerate him or say he did wrong and inflict a pun- 
ishment. 
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Jordan (110): I want to hear the motion. 

... The motion was read... , 

Jordan (110): I move an amendment to the motion that the clause 
to hold office for three years” be stricken out of the motion. 

Hanson (110): I second the motion. 

Jordan (110): As Fellow Worker Fisher said, the original motion states that 
he be exonerated from all charges, and then in the same i 
that he be not eligible to hold office for a period of three y 
penalize him for something he has not done? 

We already have a clause in the constitution that no general official shall run 
for two consecutive terms of office. You need not be afraid that he is going to run 
for office in the general organization; there is a clause there that prohibits that. I 
believe that he does reserve the right in his Industria] Union to hold office if he 
wants to. I see no reason to keep him out of that. The motion is contradictory 
the way it stands. 

Erwin (230): I am opposed to the amendment and in favor of the motion. 
The previous person here spoke about exonerating Fellow Worker Doyle. Surely 
he is exonerated from the charges preferred against him, but this investigation went 
a whole lot further than the charges. There were other things brought up that 
there were no charges for. There were violations of the constitution. Doyle, as the 
secretary-treasurer, could not help but see these violations, and I maintain that he 
aided and abetted them, and I think the motion should carry, that is, the original 
motion. : 

Oates (210-220): I cannot with justice to myself or anyone else support that 
motion. If I exonerate a man I am not going to put him in jail after I find him 
innocent of the charge. Unless something else has come up on this floor that I don’t 
know about at this time, I for one will settle it and say that we exonerate him. If 
there is any question about auditing Fellow Worker Doyle’s books I would like to 
know about it. 


Mann (110): I am not interested in the matter in this respect: If Fellow 
Worker Doyle is guilty of anything, he should receive the penalty that is meted out to 
him the same as anyone else who is guilty. Even if he did violate or make infractions 
upon the constitution, and I say he did, but they were minor infractions, I want to 
see whether he really did aid and abet in bringing about the present controversy 
which exists. If that is proven to me, which has not been proven to me, that he 
aided and abetted in it, then he should not be exonerated from guilt. 

I agree with Fellow Worker Erwin that all the accusations that were thrown” 
against certain individuals connected with this controversy were false, none of the 
allegations of gun play and others too numerous to mention were proven. They were 
just allegations, that is all, and they will go down in the history of the I. W. W. 
as such, 


“not eligible 


dentical motion it says 
ears. Are you going to 


I believe that a penalization has taken place already. Doyle is out of office, we 
have a temporary administration committee that is taking’care of the work for the 
good of the organization. Now the proposition of saying we are not going to give him 
a chance to run for office for three years means that Fellow Worker Doyle is 
guilty of aiding and abetting. If he is guilty of aiding and abetting in this contro- 
versy I put him in the same position as those that brought about the controversy. 
That has not been proven to me, however. These minor infractions upon the con- 
stitution such as going to Washington, were not done with the intention of breaking 
up the I. W. W., splitting it in two. The matters of taking out 440 and 520 were 
discussed here, and there was not one scintilla of evidence produced on the floor to 
show that Doyle has willingly at any time tried to bring up this controversy in order 
to bring about chaos in the organization. I will say he should be censured for using 
poor judgment, but I cannot say that has been done with the intent of bad will for 
the organization. 


There is one more thing that I want to say on this matter. You have to be 
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clear cut on this proposition. There are no two ways about this controversy, this 
is a peculiar case. You have either to say that those who have secured this injunc- 
tion are right or wrong and those who took an opposite position, whether they are 
right in that cause. That is the big thing, that is absolutely the big thing; that is the 
big thing to me at least, because we are making laws and we are preparing ourselves 
that such an occurrence shall never take place again in the future. As long as 
Doyle is out of office at this time and a temporary administration is functioning and 
he is clear of the charges preferred against him I think the penalty is that he is 
suspended. That is his,punishment and I don’t think it should even be the purpose 
of this convention to levy a penalty upon one who does not deserve it. 

Chairman Welinder: I know I live under a hardship as far as being an orator is 
concerned, but I don’t care what was said, but I think there is something [ can 
add. I don’t know whether I can get it straight or not. 

Mann (110): You would make a privilege motion that you censure him? 

Chairman Welinder: No, I think I can clear it up. When all this hollering 
in Portland and Seattle was going on about Chicago, I made it my duty to not look 
to Chicago but Portland and Seattle the first thing. I found in 1922 that those 
who hollered so much about Chicago, the ones who howled loudest particularly about 
cleaning out, were the very ones that at that time stole $2,800 from bond fund. 
There are certain things that happened last year that caused me to take notice. 
Those things were not on the case. 

I claim there has been a move afoot a long time for a direct split in the I. W. 
W. which comes from Chicago and Seattle. It was in accordance with a certain 
resolution passed. The maker of the motion was among us and he claimed it was 
not true. They developed this full-fledged plan for a new organization, distinctly 
contrary to the I. W. W. The mistake made was that they put it up to me and 
Arthur Boose and we ridiculed them so that they didn’t come any farther until late- 
ly. I notice that extracts were taken from it and published. This plan was simply 
an adaptation of the A. F. of L. plan with no limit to officials’ term in office, their 
pay or rank or service, and all that sort of thing. 

Later on they started out with propaganda and Portland went on record particu- 
larly to clean up headquarters. It was just on general principles. I let that go. Aft- 
er that Matt Johnson went to Everett among other places and closed down 120 
branch there. Immediately when that happened I got a delegate up there to sell 
the Worker up there. He had not sold them for more than two weeks before a par- 
ticular issue came out and Matt Johnson went up and stopped the 510 delegate 
.from selling the papers. I raised a stink so he did not try to repeat any more. 

I came out to a logging camp and I stayed there for six weeks, and I was one 
of the three delegates. I was pretty active there. There was a certain individual 
by the name of Jim Stack, and he was exceptionally busy going from shack to shack 
condemning the I. W. W. as all bunk, etc. Naturally I tried to counteract it all 
I could. I was working under another name and he had not seen me so he didn’t 
know who I was. In fact he discussed my writing pretty freely not knowing who 
I was. 

In the September strike the same Stack was in Seattle continuously trying 
to get the members to go out to work. Bear this in mind: This same Jimmy 
Stack was employed this summer by the Centralia Publicity Committee as an ad- 
vance man for Jimmy Rowan, but a closer looking into the matter proved that his 
business was not as advance man for Jimmy Rowan, but his business was to ascer- 
tain the sentiment and the strength Jimmy Rowan had to start this rumpus in 
general headquarters. 

Now you can follow this financial statement of the Centralia Publicity Com- 
mittee and you will bear me out he was on the pay roll there. If you want to 
know if Jimmy Stack’s record is clear you can refer to any one of these known 
facts. All right. I began to look into these things, particularly when I heard 
Jimmy Stack was there, and I wrote everywhere pretty quick. I carried on the 
work as best I could; I got a letter from Tom Moore to me asking me to curtail 


188 


t 


Solidarity and the Pioneer as much as possible, and to boost the Industrial Worker. 
At the same time Downing was elected editor to the Industrial Worker. Now there 
a story connected with that, too. The Worker committee met on Sunday, May 
Ao ae 
Cole (110, interrupting): You are not talking on the: motion or the amend- 
ment either. 

Chairman Welinder: I am talking about what has been hinted and whether those 
men are going to be found guilty or not. 

On Sunday, May 4th, the Worker committee met and there was not a single 
word said. Everything was lovely and the committee disbanded. On the follow- 
ing day Downing came to Seattle, and on Tuesday, May 6th, Seattle called upon 
Dixon, the manager and instructed him to send out a call to the Worker committee 
to meet the following Sunday and discharge the editor. } 

When I found it out I wrote to Dixon and pointed out to him that he did 
not have the right to take such dictation from one branch and he wrote back, 
“You are perfectly right, but what shall I do?” 

When the Worker committee met on the following Sunday the first thing 
they did was to ask the Seattle delegates what they were going to discharge the 
editor for, and they didn’t know. So they suspended their meeting until Monday, 
the 12th, meanwhile instructing the Seattle delegates to call a special meeting to 
find out what they were going to recall the editor for. 

They called a general membership meeting on Monday and decided to can him 
on general principles and put Dixon in for good measure. Downing and Rowan 
worked hand in hand, and it gave me a suspicion that there was a move afoot 
among these elements to start a separate organization and try to get the Industrial 
Worker and the Equity Printing plant for their mainstay for propaganda purposes. 

It was under this contention that I went to Spokane. I had all this information 
and numerous others before. When I came to Spokane to the convention, a mo- 
tion was made by Cantwell that the terms of the editor of the Industrial Worker 
should be changed to a longer length of time and he be removed only by a ref- 
erendum. On the top of it all came the following motion which I am going to 
read in the verbatim report. 

Motion No. 52 from Everett and Aberdeen, both identical, reads: 

“Whereas: The G. E. B., comprising J. Griffith, Rowan, Bowerman, Trotter, 
Ryan and Anderson, have proved themselves true members of the I. W. W.; and 

“Whereas: Their action in tying up the funds, etc., showed an honest tendency 
to save the same; and 

“Whereas: All branches voting for the removal of Rowan et al. have been lax in 
their study of the true conditions in Chicago, thereby injuring the characters of 
true class conscious fellow workers by using the same tactics as the capitalist 
elass at Balaklava’to destroy friends and enemies alike to eliminate the enemy, 
and have not the true spirit of Industrial Unionism at heart; be it 

“Resolved: That this branch go on record vehemently and irrevocably con- 
demning all branches of I. U.’s that advocate the removal of that splendid body of 
fellow workers, Rowan et al., from functioning on the G. E. B. and that we also 
go on record to stand by the above named G. E. B. until hell freezes over.” 

Chairman Welinder: Mind you, Matt Johnson himself goes up and closes down 
Everett branch. You will find in several minutes that there has been a central 
branch conference called by Seattle, Tacoma and Everett. At this particular time 
Matt Johnson goes to Everett again, called a meeting there, reopened the branch 
and called it a central branch, and according to our by-laws you have one dele- 
gate in the Industrial Union convention from each central branch. He called this 
meeting, made it a central branch and Pat Cantwell was elected as delegate. The 
Seattle branch is represented by Everett, Seattle and Tacoma. 

Matt Johnson did not have a charter or a seal, and the first thing he did was 
to call the credentials committee, and they were busy for two hours trying to kick 
me out of that convention. These are facts on the case. IT know what I am up 
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against all the way through and I wish to state it for the benefit of all. All the 
delegates from 120 are practically instructed. They have followed the case thor- 
oughly. I don’t want to reflect on their sincerity, but this I do know, that neither 
Fellow Worker Murray nor Fellow Worker Grad have followed this thoroughly 
enough beforehand, but they have done it since to their credit. I just wanted 
to bring this out, and I claim in conclusion that as far as the controversy is con- 
cerned Fellow Worker Doyle has acted the best he could. 

Hanson (110): I have a point of information. You read that motion and 
that resolution from the minutes of the I. U. 120 convention. I haven’t even a 
copy of those. Who voted for that resolution in the 120 convention? 

Chairman Welinder: “The Resolutions Committee does not concur. It was 
moved and seconded, Welinder and Broman, that we concur with the committee on 
resolutions, etc.” 

Only Cantwell and Johnson voted for the resolution. 

Murray (120): Did you say Seattle sent in the same resolution? 

Chairman Welinder: No, Anderson . 

Murray (120, interrupting): Didn’t Seattle’s resolution stick up for Rowan 
until they found out the truth? 

Chairman Welinder: It never occurred to me that either you or Grad in any way 
sanctioned such move. 

Henrikson (330): I want to get a point of information from the maker of the 
amendment. Does that mean that Doyle be reinstated in office? 

Jordan (110): I just made an amendment to strike out the clause that he 
shall not hold office for three years. 

Henrikson (330): As far as I have been able to find out during the investigation, 
I must admit that if we had had someone else in office except Doyle I think things 
would have been different, because I don’t think Doyle had the courage to take the 
drastic step. If a more drastic step had been taken with these fellows things would 
have turned out differently. 

As far as the amendment is concerned providing that Fellow Worker Doyle be 
not reinstated back to the office, that seems something unquestionable. I don’t 
think anyone here can come up and say that the charges against Doyle have been 
proven correct. The charges are such that we cannot convict him. 

Leonard (310): Fellow Worker Doyle made his statement here and it was 
nothing about the controversy. <A statement was made about raising the initiation 
and dues of 510, and Fellow Worker Fisher agreed to that and we went on. 

Now I am a member of the Grievance Committee, and Fellow Worker Doyle 
was questioned in the Grievance Committee meetings, and I guess we have what 
we call the evidence that was taken down. I think Fellow Worker Mann has it. 


He came in and he was questioned in regard to this, and he knew about the raising of * 


the dues and initiations. We were waiting for Fellow Worker Linn and that held 
fire. I understood him to say that the stamp was printed and that he concurred with 
raising the revenue. I understood him to say that he didn’t exactly believe in it 
but the way things were he concurred with it. 

Another thing I did not understand and I wanted cleared up, and I made a mo- 
tion that Fellow Worker Doyle be called again and the chairman said that it would 
be brought up later on. I have not paid very much attention to anything for the 
last few days but my Industrial Union and what was going on in it. That is why 
I wanted to see Fellow Worker Linn and find out more about the G. E. B. minutes, 
why they were not printed. I believe that Fellow Worker Doyle should be ques- 
tioned again. : 

This matter of the ballot is not straight in my mind. It was thought that this 
ballot was not all there. Some ballots were sent to the New York delegates and they 
have not been sent back. I thought all this would be brought’ out in the Grievance 
Committee room, and I did not ask a question until Fellow Worker Doyle agreed 
to answer some questions.. It looks to me like there was some aiding and abetting. 

Nelson (310): I make an amendment to the amendment that they ask Fellow 


190 


mh 


Worker Doyle for his resignation and that he do not hol 
second. ) 

Broman (120): I make an amendment to the amendment that Fellow Worker 
Doyle be removed from office as secretary-treasurer of the T. W. W., and all charges 
against him as such be dismissed, as they have not been proven. 

Oberman (110): I second the motion. 

Broman (120): The charges, as I understand them, that were brought against 
Fellow Worker Doyle, in the first place were right and proper, but the main fact 
is that they have not been proven. 

Now the reason I offer this amendment to the amendment in preference to the 
motion is this: When we suspended Doyle with the other officials who were in 
office, the suspension was temporary until the findings were settled. Now if we 
turn around and exonerate him he would automatically be reinstated as secretary- 
treasurer, no matter how you settle it. That would be the only way you would 
be able to arrive at it, and I don’t want to see him secretary-treasurer again, not 
that I have anything against him personally, but I think it would have a bad effect 
on the membership. I am sorry to make one man the goat in order to appease the 
anger of many, but that seems to be the only solution. If any other solution can 
be offered I would be glad to vote for it. . 

Schwandt (330): I am in favor of the amendment to the amendment but I 
think it ought to read “accusations.” There were no charges; they were only ac- 
cusations, all unfounded rumors and accusations. I don’t believe any of the charges 
against him, but I certainly believe in the amendment to the amendment and that 
it is the proper course. 

Speed (510): When Doyle was on this floor and the questions were put to him, 
I don’t think there were more than a few questions of vital importance that would 
tie him down to prove him guilty of any charge whatsoever. 

The thing I regret on Doyle’s part is this: That he didn’t take action about six 
weeks earlier than he did. The weakness to my mind on his part was in not calling 
for this convention some six weeks earlier than it was called. In fact, I was a 
little bit leery about having any convention at all, because I thought it would be 
a bunch of cats and dogs. The convention has been called and turned out better 
than I expected but I feel that he made a serious error in not taking action sooner 
than he did. 

As far as turning that gang out of office, I believe he should have done that 
earlier, too. I believe in taking action on a thing like that right away and not 
waiting three or four months. That is why I regret he didn’t take action before 
he did. I maintain he should be exonerated from all charges whatsoever made. When 
I came here I was in favor of throwing off both sides as sure as you are a foot 
high, but when I saw their bulletins I respected both and was willing to convict if 
sufficient evidence was brought, because I am one of those that believe every man 
should be treated alike by the organization no matter whether he hold an official po- 
sition or not. I don’t like to see the discrimination that has been made. That is 
what I have always objected to. 

While Doyle was suspended he did show a disposition to do all possible to assist 
the committee, and I believe when he was elected he tried to assist them to straighten 
out matters and get them on a sound basis. His intentions and purpose, in my 
opinion, were for the best interests of the organization. While he was weak in 
some points, yet he showed a disposition to act for the best for the organization. 
I feel that he is entitled to a thorough exoneration by this body. 

Is it not true that Fellow Worker Doyle desired reinstatement and to resign at 
once? J think that ought to be done, that we should comply with his request as soon 
as we can. I think that should be done due to the efforts he made in trying to 
Straighten out this organization. I am satisfied he is not guilty of any of the 
charges made against him, and it has been disproved on this floor thoroughly that 
he was a hijacker and all that business. We know it is not true and the position 
he was in was due to such characters as were dominating the organization. 
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d office for two years. (No 


In view of the struggle he must have had in order to try to maintain the or- 
ganization during that period, and his willingness to do what he could to straighten 
out things, it is evident to me that he took no part in trying to stir up the con- 
troversy we found around us. 

While I was in Seattle myself I was told by quite a number of lumberjacks 
that Rowan had deliberately gone to Chicago to turn the institution inside out. 
That is what I was told on the first of September at a Labor Day pienic, and at 
another time in the Seattle hall. I said nothing about it but that is the information 
I received from quite a few of the Jumberjacks in that country. 

I said, ““Why did you put him on the G. O. C. if these are your convictions?” 
I could not understand how he got the power he did in view of the facts that they 
gave me out there. He has been a disturbing element and what he has done here 
is proof of that fact. 

Understand that since I have come to Chicago and seen both sides of the case, 
and I have seen the attitude of these men and the attitude of Doyle, comparing 
the two I am satisfied that the bunch in Washington that are trying to disrupt the 
I. W. W. are ready to use any means in their power to destroy it. I am satisfied 
that with Doyle’s actions he has done all he possibly could to conserve it. I think 
he deserves the highest consideration of this organization and a full exoneration. 

Swanson (310): I believe the same thing as Fellow Worker Speed has said. 
He has committed an error, but at the same time he has tried to conserve the organ- 
ization. I believe he has been punished enough in being suspected at the present 
time, and in being suspended from office now. So I will vote for the amendment 
to the amendment. 

Jordan (110): I want the floor. 

Cole (110): Put my name down, too. 

Jordan (110): I am going to have the floor. What are we trying to do, rail- 
road things through? I have the closing argument. 

Chairman Welinder: You have the closing argument? 

Jordan (119): Do you entertain the amendment to the amendment? 

Chairman Welinder: I sure do. 

Jordan (110): Then I appeal from the decision of the Chair, 

Chairman Welinder: The amendment to the amendment is in order and not 
your amendment, 

Jordan (110): This amendment to the amendment is entirely out of order. The 
amendment states that Fellow Worker Doyle be discharged as secretary-treasurer 
of the I. W. W. Fellow Worker Doyle is no longer the secretary-treasurer of the 
I. W. W. The secretary-treasurer of the I. W. W. today is Ed. Fahey, and the 
general organizer today of the I. W. W. is Leonard Broman, and the assistant sec- 
retary-treasurer of the I. W. W. today is Charles Gray. 

Now, Fellow Workers, we have not yet lifted the suspension of Fellow Worker 
Doyle, and that is what I was going to do—offer a substitute for the whole that 
the suspension of Tom Doyle be lifted, and until such time as the suspension of Tom 
Doyle be lifted you cannot discharge him from office. For that reason I took an 
appeal from the decision of the Chair that the amendment to the amendment is out 
of order. 

... Recording Secretary McCarthy took the chair and called for a vote on sus- 
taining the Chair. The Chair was sustained: 6 for and 8 against... 

Walquist (510): I offer a substitute for the whole. I move that Tom Doyle 
be exonerated of all charges, accusations, and allegations in connection with the 
controversy, and that his temporary suspension become permanent upon acceptance 
of his resignation as secretary-treasurer of the I. W. W. 

Mann (110): I second the motion. 

Walquist (510): I don’t want to say much. Fellow Worker Speed practically 
covered the same thing I would speak on. I think Fellow Worker Doyle has tried 
to act fair and square during the controversy, not only in assisting the administration 
committee but also in assisting everybody that wanted to get facts out of this 
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controversy before the convention. As far as he is concerned I believe we should 
exonerate him. 

Rumbaugh (Small 1. U.’s): Does that mean that we place him back in there 
and he resign immediately? 

Chairman Welinder: That we accept his resignation. 

Oates (210-220): Fellow Worker Doyle did not testify. We look upon this 
raising of dues and initiations as part of the controversy. 

Walquist (510): As far as Fellow Worker Fisher is concerned but not Fellow 
Worker Doyle. 

Broman (120): It states that the temporary suspension becomes permanent when 
we have received his resignation. In case it should happen that we didn’t get his 
resignation during that time I presume he would draw pay. 

Walquist (510): I have understood Fellow Worker Doyle and I believe he will 
act fair in this matter, he has already agreed that if he is reinstated he will resign 
immediately. 

Hanson (110): The matter has been fairly well discussed but still I have a 
few points that have not been brought out. In considering that case, as all others, 
I consider it not from the standpoint of the individual even though I realize among 
the I. W. W. the sense of justice to the individual members is very keen among them, 
and they wish to see justice done. That is a point I think where the welfare of 
the I. W. W. might well be taken into consideration. If the man proves himself 

.to be working at all times for the interest of the organization, I believe the mem- 
bership will demand justice in his case whether we see fit to grant it or not. 

I believe it has been very well proven here, not only by the statements brought 
out on the floor of this convention, but also by the actions of various parties con- 
cerned, including Fellow Worker Doyle himself. That is the attitude of the I. W. 
W. in building up and assisting those who are building up all the time as contrasted 
with the attitude of those who are in opposition during the time of this contro- 
versy. This latest action has called for a split in the I. W. W. Contrast the two, 
will you please, and see where we want the fair-minded members to stand on it. 

I want to vote to free certain members of the I. W. W. regardless of how I feel 
for them personally, and I would expect to be treated the same way under the 
same circumstances, just the same as I always vote. We are sent here to do the best 
we can for the I. W. W. 

How about the constitution? This convention has gone on record that no- 
body can live up to it and its provisions. So we have had a committee go over it 
and revise it and take out the conflicting parts. How do you expect anybody, an 
official or otherwise to live up to the constitution as a whole without violating some 
point? They say the real point of the I. W. W. is the one we violate, but I claim 
they do not. 

... The question was called for... 

Grad (120): I move that we have a record vote. 

Murray (120): I second the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: We will vote on the substitute. 

Oates (210-220): I cannot vote intelligently on the substitute. I refuse to vote. 

... Record vote was taken on the substitute motion and it was lost: 11 for and 
12 against... 

Chairman Welinder: Now we will vote on the amendment to the amendment. 

... The amendment to the amendment was read... 

Chairman Welinder: The maker of the amendment to the amendment was 
Broman. . 

Broman (120): I waive. 

...Record vote was taken on the amendment to the amendment and it was lost: 
10 for and 12 against. 

Fisher (110): I want a point of information on the amendment. My under- 
Standing of the amendment is that if it carries it does not reinstate him. Is that 
correct? 
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Chairman Welinder: Yes. That was the contention of the maker of the amendment 
and that is the contention of the Chair. : 

Broman (120): I take exception. ° - 

Jordan (110): I want to be recorded as voting no on the last motion for the 
following reason: That the suspension of Fellow Worker Tom Doyle from office 
has not been lifted. 

Mann (110): Record me for the same reason as voting as Jordan. 

Chairman Welinder: Read the original motion first. 

..- The motion was read... . : 

Chairman Welinder: This states that pending investigation and trial. Now, 
it goes without saying that if the trial came out that he was condemned for minor in- 
fractions it doesn’t dispose of them, whether he is reinstated or not. So conse- 
quently it does not state that reinstatement will come on the outcome of the trial. 

Broman (120): I take that to be (I may be wrong, I am not infallible) this 
way: In case there is a motion made on any of these investigated individuals they 
be exonerated, and that ‘automatically stood before the suspension took place. If 
my opinion is wrong, just say so. : 

Chairman Welinder: You are correct, but wait a little. If you declare him 
guilty and do not carry with it that he should stay suspended from office, he will be 
declared guilty and yet in office. Are you going to reinstate him again or not? If 
you don’t take any action he is reinstated. 

There is no provision made in the motion whether you reinstate him or not. 

Mann (110): If we vote on the amendment and the amendment carries we 
only clear him of the charges and accusations against him, and his suspension still 
stands to be decided by the body. You have to make a motion after this is carried. 

I call for the question on the amendment. 

... The amendment was carried: 14 for and 10 against... 

Mann (110): I move you, Fellow Worker Chairman, that Tom Doyle’s temporary 
suspension from the office of secretary-treasurer of the I. W. W. become permanent 
upon acceptance of his resignation as secretary-treasurer of the I. W. W. on this 
floor. 

Sanjour (330): I second the motion. 

Mann (110): Let’s be consistent in this matter. We were not all clear in the 
matter awhile ago, but now we are clear. All charges and accusations against him 
in regard to this controversy were absolutely clear on this floor. If he does not 
resign, if you are afraid he is not going to resign, this motion makes it clear that 
his suspension still stands, because it is not lifted until he gives in his resignation 
here. I am pretty sure he is going to give his resignation. He told you on the 
floor, and it went into the records, that he was going to resign as soon as the con- 
vention found a verdict. If he does not resign this motion forbids him to go in 
and become an executive of the organization. I believe we should carry the motion 
in justice to all concerned. 

Erwin (230): I would like to make an amendment that this body demand Tom 
Doyle’s resignation at once. (No second.) 

I am opposed to whitewashing one man and making a goat out of somebody else. 
You talk about exonerating him. Why he shows he knew all about that ballot. It 
was brought up during the investigation of Fisher. He knew all about the printing 
of the stamp here, and still you are talking about exonerating him. 

Chairman Welinder: The time for adjournment is almost here. If there is no 
objection we will finish this up. 

Fisher (110): I don’t like the motion. I don’t think it is worded properly; it 
means confusion and is contradictory. It speaks about the acceptance of his resig- 
nation, and making the temporary suspension a permanent one. Now I have full 
confidence that Fellow Worker Doyle will be here as soon as possible to offer his 
resignation, but in any case it should be a matter of leaving the matter up to him to 
resign or making a motion that the temporary suspension be made permanent. And, 
in that motion it need not state that we voted to exonerate him. I think the way 
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this motion reads it is very confusing and contradictory. Kither we should let the 
matter stand and leave it to him to come up here and resign, 
will do, or make a motion that he be’suspended from office. 

Walquist (510): Fellow Worker Fisher has about covered the ground and the 
point I want to make. I don’t see the necessity for this motion. I think the action 
we have already taken is sufficient, and Fellow Worker Doyle can be notified tonight 
of this action taken, and af he is not aman of his word and comes down tomorrow 
morning and hands in his resignation it is time to take some other action. I believe 
in letting well enough alone, and let Fellow Worker Doyle come in tomorrow morning 
and hand in his resignation, and that is all the action that is necessary at this time. 

Chairman Welinder: All 2 have to say is that I am strictly opposed to the 
motion. Either make it explicit one way or the other. I am opposed to Fellow 
Worker Doyle remaining in office. I voted to exonerate him of the charges. I give 
him credit for doing the best he could under the circumstances, but I maintain he 
is inefficient as secretary-treasurer and it would be unfortunate to have him continue 
in office. I maintain it is no slam at all to say we discharge him from his duties. 

Oates (210-220): If there is one thing I resent it is the insinuation of some 
that a man is not voicing his opinion. I stand here on the floor opposed to Doyle 
and Fisher as hard as anybody on this floor. When the other motion came up I 
said if they could not produce anything outside of what they did that I would vote 
for him to be exonerated, and they have not done that. Fellow Worker Erwin got 
up here and talked about Fellow Worker Doyle’s resignation and all that. I maintain 
that I stand on my own feet and am not turning to the mob anyway, and if there is 
a man in this hall that can show me on this floor and prove anything else against 
Doyle I am willing to take my vote and eat it. They may have lots of things against 
him in their minds, but I do not. I am voting on my own convictions, but let’s 
be honest with ourselves. 

I dislike this motion, because it says nothing. Fellow Workers, let’s get some 
sense into this thing. You lift his suspensioy until he gives his resignation and 
then you will put the suspension on again. In other words, even the maker of the 
motion has not the nerve to get up and say that Fellow Worker Doyle be discharged. 
Let’s come clean. It is all coming out in the records anyway. I care not who sees 
how I vote, and I would like to see a straight motion if they want Fellow Worker 
Doyle discharged. 

Jordan (110): I offer an amendment to the motion. I move that the suspension 
of Tom Doyle from office as secretary-treasurer be lifted subject to reconsideration 
by this body. 

Walquist (510): I second the motion. : 

Chairman Welinder: The amendment is out of order, and I will state my grounds. 
It was ruled and understood that when he was suspended it was temporary pending 
the trial and investigation, and when the trial was ended he would be automatically 
in office again. 

Mann (110): I understand that Fellow Worker Doyle was temporarily suspended. 

Chairman Welinder: The motion read explicitly that he stand suspended pending 
trial and hearing, and you have exonerated him and you have made no provision that 
he stand further suspended. ' 

Mann (110): Then I am out of order. 

Murray (120): I move that Fellow Worker Doyle be discharged as secretary- 
treasurer. 

Erwin (230): I second the motion. 

... The question was called for, and record vote demanded... 

Jordan (110): They exonerated him from all charges. 

Chairman Welinder: This is a question of discharging Fellow Worker Doyle. 

... Record vote was taken and the motion was carried: 20 for and 4 against... 

... The meeting adjourned at five-forty-five o’clock... 


which I am sure he 
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CASE OF SAM KAPON 


Thursday Morning Session, November 6th 


The meeting was called to order at nine o’clock by Chairman P. J. Welinder 
Chairman Welinder: The meeting will come to order. 
* ES * * 

The next case is that of Joe Fisher. 

Nelson (310): Sam Kapon is the next one. 

Chairman Welinder: That is right, we have to take them in the rotation in which 
they come. 

Henrikson (330): I move that this body find Fellow Worker Kapon guilty of 
neglect of duties as a G. E. B. member. 

Nelson (310): I second the motion. 

Henrikson (330): I don’t think it is necessary to have any speech on this. 
Fellow Worker Kapon himself on this floor proved that while he came to Chicago 
as a G. E. B. member he didn’t personally do anything as a G. E. B. member to get 
these parties together, and also that he went over to one side and got information 
from other people instead of himself finding out what was wrong or right. 

For that reason I think Sam Kapon is guilty of neglect of duty. 

Schwandt (330): A point of information. Is Sam Kapon still on the G, O. C. 
of 210-220? 

Oates (210-220): He is not a member of the G. O. C. 

Rrwin (230): According to Kapon’s own testimony he neglected his duty, 
I think, as a G. E. B. member. He came in here for the purpose of investigating and 
at the same time he was publishing statements favoring one side—he was over with 
the other side. I think he neglected his duty. : 

... The question was called for... 

Grad (120): May I ask a point of information from this body? Did Kapon 
take any steps to get 210-220 off the injunction the way he stated here? 

Walquist (510): I believe he did. He made the statement on the floor that he 
would be willing to do all in his power to have the injunction withdrawn. 

Oberman (110): He did not say that at all. He said he would go up there and 
try to withdraw the injunction and that is all he would do. 

... The question was called for... 

Chairman Welinder: Read the motion. 

... The motion was read and the vote was taken. The motion carried: 15 for 
and 1 against... 

Chairman Welinder: Now what do you want to do with Fellow Worker Kapon? 

Oberman (110): I move that Fellow Worker Kapon be expelled from the 
J. W. W. (No second) 

Henrikson (330): I move that Sam Kapon will not be allowed to hold an 
office in the general organization for the coming three years. 

Swanson (3810): I second the motion, 

Henrikson (330): From what I hear from 210-220 members Fellow Worker 
Kapon is one of the best men they have for organizing. I don’t think he neglected 
his duties intentionally, but because he did not know any better when he was doing 
it. I do not think the man should be punished for what he has not done, but for 
what he has done. If a man is good for the organization as an organizer, as a job 
delegate and is willing to abide by the rules of the organization, I think that he 
is punished by not being allowed to hold office in the general organization. 

Erwin (230): Now that the question has come up, is a job delegate considered 
as holding a position in the I. W. W.? 

Chairman Welinder: No, he is a delegate for the Industrial Union. He can’t 
legislate for the general organization. 
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Erwin (230): I would like to make an amendment to that, that the body recom- 
mend that his Industrial Union deal with him as they see fit besides the restriction 
of not holding office in the general organization for three years. 

Jordan (110): I second the amendment. 

Fisher (110): A point of information. The amendment kills the motion, does 
it not? 

Chairman Welinder: It is all a question of punishment and the one that carries 
will be the deciding factor. 

Erwin (230): I can’t see that that kills the motion. This body restricts him from 
holding office in the general organization for three years and we recommend that 
his I. U. deal with him as they see fit. If they see fit to prefer charges it is up 
to them. 

Chairman Welinder: I realize that I. U.s 210-220 will do with him as they see fit 
and if they don’t see fit to prevent him from holding office for three years, then what? 

Erwin (230): They can prohibit him from holding office within their I. U. 

Chairman Welinder: That is their business. We don’t need to legislate for them. 


Erwin (230): I think that three years’ restriction from office is very lenient, 
because chances are the man would not run for three years. 


Mann (110): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Workers: I am opposed to 
the amendment. I understand the amendment and I believe the Chair is right. 
If we pass the amendment it kills the motion and if it kills the motion I am opposed 
to it. Even if it would not kill the motion, the membership of I. U. 210-220 can 
deal with him as they see fit regardless of whether you pass a motion or not. It 
does not recommend any course for them to follow and pursue, but just to do with 
him as they see fit. If the fellow worker had made his motion specific, that they 
deal with him in a certain specific way, I would support it. It seems that this 
convention over here is afraid to express its opinion in the matter and I for one 


don’t care who it may be, I am willing to express my opinion in the matter, and I 
believe we should kill the amendment and vote on the motion. : 

If I. U. 210-220 membership wants to mete out any punishment to Fellow Worker 
Kapon, they are just as willing as we are because we only say ‘‘as they see fit.” 
They may find a medium for him or they may do nothing. The motion should be 
more specific. 


Leonard (310): I am not in favor of the amendment for the same reason as 
Fellow Worker Mann stated and I am not in favor of the motion because it is not 
enough. 

Ihave nothing personal against Fellow Worker Kapon. I never saw the man until 
I saw him on the floor of this convention, although I have heard of him in the West 
country. If he is a good job delegate and it was left to me, in fact I don’t want to 
see him ever run for office. 

I claim I am pretty well acquainted with these migratory workers. I have 
mixed with them for twenty-three years, and I believe that Fellow Worker Kapon 
is like several other men in 310 and also men in other industrial unions of migratory 
workers. 

I also contend that any man who is acting as a job delegate is likely to be 
elected to anything nowadays more than before. We are not going to get the kick 
out of this migratory job delegate that we are going to get out of the others. I 
know men, I have a very good friend who is an ex-official of the organization and 
a good Wobbly. He will never decline; there are very few men who will decline. 
I don’t know whether they think it is against the principles of the I.W.W. or not, 
but it doesn’t make a bit of difference whether you nominate them for the president 
of the I. W. W. or secretary-treasurer. They go on because they think it is against 
the rules of the I. W. W. to decline. 

Fellow Worker Kapon has shown that he is not even capable of being a branch 
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secretary. I don’t want to take this job of job delegate away from anybody, because 
I want to keep that myself. 

Hanson (110): Since this convention is only going to deal with general officials 
as. such, I am certainly opposed to both the amendment and the motion. I under. 
stand that this convention is going to do something which I criticised previous 
conventions for not doing. They are going to send out in a printed form which 
will be available to the members for years, the report of the convention with this 
controversy, and that is the stuff that ought to be put out to the membership. I am 
not interested whether the membership has a vote on something they know nothing 
about such as this controversy. What I am condemning the other convention for is 
for not sending the verbatim report out in the Blossom case. There was much of 
an educational nature in that. 

I am glad this convention has taken the stand to put out to the membership the 
verbatim report of the proceedings of this convention. I think in view of what is 
now stated that we can safely trust to the membership for years to come the 
question whether they want to elect Kapon on anything else. It is not that I have 
any confidence in his ability, but I merely state that I have enough confidence in 
the members that they will be able to decide on the referendum ballot if Kapon 
should be elected or not. I think the same should apply to all. I don’t feel 
justified in doing that now, ‘and therefore I think the case should be dropped as far 
as Kapon is concerned, and I am, therefore, opposed to the motion and the amend- 
ment. 

Oates (210-220): I am somewhat in the same position with regard to Kapon as I 
was with Doyle. You have already passed a motion (I did not vote on it) finding 
Kapon guilty of neglecting his duty as a G. E. B. member. I maintain there was no 
G. E. B. 

The fact of the matter is that Kapon is just a party of the second part 
in this controversy. There were no charges brought up against Kapon on 
this floor and I want any one to say so if there were. There were no charges proven 
against Kapon. The only thing I have against Kapon, and I am’'being honest about 
it, too, is the fact that when he came to Chicago he went and sat with the other 
side. Then he was asked the question again if he had sat with Fellow Workers 
Doyle and Fisher. I maintain that anything that has been brought here in regard 
to Kapon is immaterial to the case. 


He was sent in here to protect the interests of I. U. 210- 220. If through some 
foresight or otherwise the secretary-treasurer of 210-220 remitted the per capita 
tax to the other side, I don’t see why the chairman of the G. O, C. of 210-220 
couldn’t watch around and see that that money was spent to the best purposes. 

I am not in favor of even finding him guilty, because as I said before, as in the 
ease of Fellow Worker Doyle, there is nothing to find him guilty of outside of lack 
of prudence. On those grounds IJ distinctly vote no on both the motion and the 
amendment. 


Chairman Welinder: I can’t help but differ with Fellow Worker Oates, and I 
admit that Kapon is lacking in reason. In the first place I maintain that Fellow 
Worker Kapon was a member of the G. E. B. and what part he played in the G. E. B. 
has nothing to do with the case. I maintain that any one who accepts a position in 
the G. E. B. and how they act has nothing to do with this specific case. It makes no 
difference whether he plays the first part or the second part or other things, 
it is his business to play a part of his own. That is what I am looking after. He 
absolutely played no part. I maintain he was guilty of neglect in playing that second 
part of the party of the first part. He fell in line with what his predecessor did; 
he stated it openly here. His business would have been to go in and look things in 
the face and see what was wrong and then stand up like a man and say his word. 
Instead of doing that he drifted along and let it go. He came in here for investigation 
work and he didn’t investigate at all. He was then elected to the G. E. B., and didn’t 
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do anything on the G. E. B., and the reason he didn’t do anything is because the 
men in office did something he didn’t dare to oppose. 

I am strictly opposed to the amendment. We are here not to pass the buck to 
210-220. They have the privilege to discipline their own members as they see fit. 
It is up to us when we find a man, whether we think the charges of guilt are 
sufficient or not, to discipline him. As far as any personal opinion is concerned 
about Kapon, I never saw him before I saw him here on the floor.’ I think the man 
is fine and dandy as a member of the I. W. W., but if I had my own way I would 
certainly declare him unfit to hold any office of responsibility in the I. W. W. After 
three years from now I believe he will be the same Kapon. In my opinion he will 
be no more fit three years from now for the office than he is now. 

I don’t like the motion either, but if we pass the amendment we certainly do 
pass the buck over to 210-220. After finding him guilty we relegate him to another 
party who have not been here and ask them, to pass judgment on him. The way we 
are dealing with Sam Kapon is not as a member of 210-220 or an official of that 
branch but as an official of the general organization. They can deal with him in 
-the branch as they see fit. 

Erwin (230): Do you rule that the amendment kills the motion? If so I will 
withdraw the amendment. : 

Nelson (310): I am strictly against the amendment, because I believe it is strictly 
an industrial union affair. I believe if the members of 210-220 want to take any 
action against Fellow Worker Kapon they will do so without our making motions 
to that effect. - 

Now in regard to the motion. I am not in favor of the motion either, because 
I believe Fellow Worker Kapon by his own statement on the floor of the convention 
told us that he was not competent at the present time, and I don’t believe he will 
ever be. He has admitted it on the floor that he did not know what was going on 
during the time he was on the G. E. B. By those statements, (I don’t know, he 
may have been balled up) I believe he should be prevented from ever holding official 
positions in the I. W. W. 

Swanson (310): I seconded the motion for the reason that I believe he neglected 
his duty as G. E. B. member, and should not be allowed to hold office in the general 
organization for three years. In fact, I believe after he receives this sentence 
he will never run for office again. 

Jordan (110): The convention has already gone on record to find Fellow 
Worker Kapon guilty of neglect in office duties as a-G. E. B. member. The amend- 
ment to the motion reads that it be left up to the Industrial Union of which he is 
a member to specify the punishment as they see fit. They can see fit to punish him 
and not allow him to run for office in the I. W. W. for three years if they want to. 


Of course, it is up to the members of that industrial union whether or not they 
nominate him for any official position or not; that is not up to us, but on the other 
hand, I want you to bear in mind that there are other members of the so-called 
G. E. B. that have been proven here on this floor that they were guilty, not only of 
neglecting their duties, but for causing dissension, disruption, violating all the 
Principles of the I. W. W. 


Those individuals have been proven guilty and yet they will be given the right 
to hold office again in the I. W. W. Of course, the ruling of the convention will 
have to be put on a referendum ballot or it cannot be enforced. If the referendum 
is defeated they will be allowed to stay in the organization and hold office. Now 
you want to go to work and penalize Fellow Worker Kapon. The way I look at it, 
Fellow Worker Kapon was roped into a secret and I also state that probably one 
or two more of the other fellow workers were roped into a secret, but Fellow Worker 
Kapon really did not know the functions of the G. E. B. It has been proven here 

that he never did try to cooperate with the entire G. E. B. and he never made any 
attempt at all to get the injunction lifted. He never did make any attempt to get the 
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two factions to come to an undersanding among themselves and all he did was to 
sit once or twice with that board meeting and draw pay. He did sign articles and 
send them out in the field, but when he came to this floor here you could not get 
anything out of him. I don’t know whether he was hushing up or not. I believe 
in this case we should leave it to the intelligence of the members of 210-220. If they 
want a man like Kapon to represent them, let them have him, we should worry; 
it is up to them. The man is not expelled and we are not going to expel him. [ 
feel sure that if he ever does run for an official position in 210-220 he will be 
defeated, and I don’t think he will ever accept any more. 

For this reason I seconded Fellow Worker Erwin’s motion to leave it up to the 
Industrial Union 210-220. 

Fisher (110): Iam against the motion and the amendment. I think the motion 
just passed ig sufficient. I myself did not vote on the motion, but I think it is 
sufficient in itself. I don’t think Fellow Worker Kapon, just like Fellow Worker 
Jordan said, will ever run again for a general office, and even if he ran it is very 
doubtful that he would be elected again. 

I claim that he did neglect his duties in that sense, as Fellow Worker Oates says, 
he went over to that side. Would it have been all right if he had gone over to the 
other side? He didn’t have to go with either side of the G. E. B., and that would 
have been the most logical position for him to have assumed if he was in doubt as 
to what was behind the matter. Instead of that he allied himself with one side, and 
he helped them by going there and attending the meetings. I claim if he were in 
doubt as to the causes, he was in doubt what it was all about, he should not have 
allied himself with any of these two factions in view of the fact that the convention 
was only a month away when he took office in the G. E. B. 

... The question was called for. . . ; 

Erwin(230): Fellow Workers, when I made that amendment I didn’t intend to 
kill the motion. The Chair has ruled that it kills the motion and therefore I am not 
going to vote in favor of the amendment. 

. . . Chairman Welinder read the motion and the amendment... . 

Erwin (230): I made the amendment that we adopt his motion and put this 
addition to it. 

Chairman Welinder: Such an amendment would be out of order. 

Erwin (230): I said not exactly an amendment but an addition to the motion. 

Jordan (110): I amend that we strike out that part that says he will not be 
allowed to hold office for three years. 

Chairman Welinder: There is no second to that. 

If we strike that out of the motion it will be that Sam Kapon will not be allowed 
to hold office in the organization. 

Jordan (110): I seconded the amendment the way it was worded, and we have 
been discussing this proposition for an hour and the maker of the amendment with- 
draws it. Automatically that would open up a debate. 

Chairman Welinder: I think the best we can do is to vote on the motion. 

Henrikson (330): If we pass this motion it will stop the I. U. from having Sam 
Kapon tried. 

Qates (210-220): I make an amendment to the amendment that Sam Kapon be 
expelled from the I. W. W. subject to a referendum vote of the membership. 

-Hrwin (230): I second the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: Oates has the floor. 

Oates: I have nothing to say outside of this: If a man has been found guilty 
he is guilty. 

Mann (110): I take a different view from what Fellow Worker Oates does. I 
claim that punishment meted out to a man who is not exactly responsible and 
guilty of a crime does not exactly seem just to me. Sam Kapon has been here and 
has shown one thing: he has shown himself irresponsible, he has shown himself per- 
haps lacking gray matter, and that is the greatest crime over him. When the man 
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was on the floor he was bewildered. I wouldn’t say that Sam Kapon wants to 
directly destroy the I. W. W., split it in two; I don’t think that. I just think he is 
a weak-minded man who has been influenced; yet I believe we should mete out a 
punishment to him. To deal with him just the same as with Jim Rowan is not 
only injustice to him individually but is a precedent in the organization that may 
effect Fellow Worker Oates and others of us at some future time. 

I do believe that Fellow Worker Kapon should not hold office in the organization, 
and I also don’t want to see this convention make any ruling to send it to 210-220. 
Let this convention stand on its own legs and declare itself in the matter, but I am 
opposed to seeing this go out on a referendum for expulsion, because I don’t believe 
Kapon is equally responsible with Jim Rowan. If Kapon deserves expulsion then 
Jim Rowan deserves capital punishment or something worse. Do we want to make 
ourselves ridiculous or something? If that is the case then you could say anyone 
who expressed an opinion on the matter should also be expelled. 

Sam Kapon is a member, I believe; he will continue to function maybe as a job 
delegate and I think he has sensed his mistake. When he signed his name to the 
injunction he was bewildered that is all. 

I have no apology to offer for his actions, no; but I am absolutely opposed to 
the motion that his name go on the referendum ballot as the perpetrator and the 
backer in writing of this controversy that is tearing the I. W. W. asunder. 

Schwandt (880): Iam surely against that amendment going out on the referen- 
dum ballot. You have not convicted him of any capital crime. I think you have 
already settled the matter. Let it go at that. 

Fisher (110): I think this whole procedure is wrong. I claim there are specific 
charges against this man. I think the way we are acting we should pass upon the 
question of whether we sustain those charges or not as they read. 

Now I didn’t vote either way on the last motion that carried, but if I understand 
it right, it does not sustain the charges that were made. As far as these particular 
charges are concerned, I don’t exactly know what they were, but I believe they 
are aiding and abetting disruption. The motion as I see it does not sustain these 


charges, but instead it finds Fellow Worker Kapon guilty of neglect as a G. E. B. 
member. 


In the I. W. W. as well as in capitalist society there are big crimes and small 
crimes, and a man might do’ wrong but the wrong may not be as serious as another 
one. I think the previous motion should be rescinded and we should vote on the 
charges as they were presented, whether we sustain them or not. Then afterwards 
if we could not sustain those charges, the motion should be made if we want to 
censure him or find him guilty on any other charge or anything else. 

Swanson (310): I am opposed to the motion. I don’t believe in putting him 
alongside of men who have done worse, for the reason I don’t find them in the same 
eategory. Sam Kapon did’ not take out the injunction; he didn’t do anything to 
stop the injunction, and he didn’t do anything at all, and therefore I would not find 
him guilty of anything else but neglect of duty as a G. E. B. member. I seconded 
the motion and I am going to vote for it. 

Chairman Welinder: I only wanta minute. In regard to the question of whether 
he is guilty of the charges. There were no charges against any G. E. B. member. 
It is the very duty of the G. E. B, members to report to this convention. As to 
the charge, it is ridiculous. We have to pass on their action. They have to give 
Us reports of their actions and we have to pass on them. If you find them guilty 
you deal out their punishment; if you don’t find them guilty you don’t do so. 

Oates (210-220): I have heard some arguments here pro and con to that. 
Some would like to belittle the defendant. Others say he was irresponsible; still 
others say he was loose. The delegates are not clear in thelr own mn 

To go back to it, without showing any favors to anybody, the fact remains that 
Sam Kapon, from the time the convention met until he was ordered to ape here, 
did not make any statement to the convention voluntarily that he would withdraw 
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the injunction. Therefore you can follow your line of reason. You have got to be 
honest. He had all the opportunity from the time this convention met here to come 
down and say, “I recognize this convention and am willing to do all in my power 
to lift this injunction,” but he has not done that. Don’t let us hide behind any techni- 
cality. I believe in giving it to. them. ; 

(The Charman read the motion, the amendment and the amendment to the 
amendment). 

Grad (120): I call for a record vote. 

Chairman Welinder: We will vote on the amendment to the amendment first. 

... Record vote was taken on the amendment to the amendment and it was 
lost: 3 for and 19 against. 

Chairman Welinder: We will now vote on Jordan’s amendment. 

... Record vote was taken on the amendment and it was lost: 5 for and 17 
against... 
Chairman Welinder: Now we will vote on the motion. 


... Record vote was taken on the motion and it was carried: 16 for and 6 
against... : 


CASE OF JAMES MORRIS 


Thursday Morning Session, November 6th 


Chairman Welinder: The next party is James Morris, Assistant Secretary- 
Treasurer. 

- Schwandt (330): A point of ‘information. Has the Grievance Committee 
brought in the grievances they had? 

Chairman Welinder: This is the controversy. : 

Thompson (440): I move that we exonerate James Morris of all charges brought 
against him in the controversy. 

Jordan (110): I second the motion. 

Henrikson (330): A point of correction. Fellow Worker Thompson should 
have said ‘all accusations.” 7 

Thompson (440): Yes, there were no charges. 

Fellow Worker Morris didn’t function as Assistant Secretary-Treasurer except for 
about a week, and since that time he has been secretary of the defense. I can’t 
see where he did anything wrong, therefore I think he should be exonerated. 

Swanson (310): I make an amendment that we find Fellow Worker Morris 
guilty of neglect of duty as Assistant Secretary-Treasurer. 

Grad (120): I second the motion. 

Swanson (310): When Morris was elected as Assistant Secretary-Treasurer, 
according to his own report he didn’t do what he was elected to do. If he didn’t 
follow his duties then he was neglecting them. 

Hanson (110): When these statements are made here on the floor that a 
member has been negligent of duty, I wish those members would find out where he 
is negligent. I did not see where it was brought out in the investigation. Neither the 
maker of the amendment nor anybody else has stated it on the floor. Therefore, I 
would like to see what this was. 

Another thing that I consider very much in Fellow Worker Morris’ favor is that 
no call was ever sent out for the alternate to his office. That point has not been 
brought out either in the investigation or in the discussion. I am very much 
surprised at the attitude of this convention. I don’t know whether we are going 
to hang somebody or not. I believe in taking such action where this convention has 
the power in regard to general administration officials, as will properly protect the 
interests of the I. W. W. and that is all. 
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It seems to me there are some delegates who are inclined to go a little farther 
than that. Therefore before I can vote for the amendment I would have to see just 
the place and the point where Fellow Worker Morris has failed to live up to his 
duty as Assistant Secretary-Treasurer, if he has failed. 

I guess his duty was to sign checks, and I have not seen where! anybody has 
brought out on this floor that he had any other duty than to sign checks. I guess 
he has done that all right. Furthermore Fellow Worker Morris did not make out the 
checks, no assistant secretary-treasurer makes them out, the G. E. B. Chairman 
does not make out the checks, the General Secretary-Treasurer makes them out and 
the Assistant Secretary-Treasurer countersigns them. Where Fellow Worker Morris 
failed to attend to his duties as Assistant Secretary-Treasurer is more than I can 
understand. 

Rumbaugh (Small J. U.’s): We are not‘speaking about, his: duties of signing 
checks, but isn’t it a fact that he would have taken charge of the Small I. Us a 
an Assistant Secretary-Treasurer? ‘ 

Fisher (110): We exonerated Fellow Worker Doyle, and therefore I am 
certainly in favor of exonerating Fellow Worker Morris. If anybody was less 
involved in this thing or had anything less to do with creating the situation itself, 
surely it was Fellow Worker Morris, and I am in favor of the motion to exonerate 
him. 

As far as neglecting his duties is concerned, what is his duty? The last general 
convention created the office but did not give that office much of a function to 
perform except more or less to countersign checks. Now that doesn’t take up the 
time of an individual all the week around. It might have been the attitude of Fellow 
Worker Morris that he was the Assistant Secretary-Treasurer and that his sole 
duty was to countersign checks, but he did not take that attitude. Instead he said, 
“When my time is not altogether occupied in countersigning checks, I can do some- 
thing useful for the organization. There is no use of the organization paying me 
$28 for countersigning checks and paying $28 to a secretary of defense. I am going 
to take the job of secretary of defense and also that of countersigning checks.” 

I claim Fellow Worker Morris performed two functions. I claim that when he 
was questioned here on this floor he didn’t answer the way I would have liked him to 
answer. If I were in his position I would have said, ‘I perform two functions. I 
function as secretary of the defense and assistant secretary-treasurer.” 

As for taking charge of the Small I. U.’s there is nothing in the constitution 
or in the decisions of the convention handed down that he shall do so. 

I am very much in favor of exonerating Fellow Worker Morris, because I think 
there are too many people around 1001 West Madison Street who’ are not trying 
to do something useful. I claim he has done the right thing by taking charge as 
Defense Secretary. By doing so he has saved the organization money. 

Chuba (440): I would like to ask Fellow Worker Swanson, through the Chair, 
where did Fellow Worker Morris neglect his duties as Assistant Secretary-Treasurer? 

Chairman Welinder: Fellow Worker Swanson made a motion. He has spoken 
once on the motion and if you don’t think he said enough he has the privilege 
of speaking once more before we take a vote on the motion. 

Jordan (110): I call for the question. 

Chairman Welinder: Are you in favor of the question after the other fellow 
workers on the list have spoken? : 

_.. Fellow Worker Jordan was sustained in calling for the question. . 

Erwin (230): I cannot see for the life of me, fellow workers, how you can 
find Fellow Worker Morris guilty of neglect of duty, and at the same time find 
Fellow Worker Doyle not guilty. The only thing I could see that you could cons 
strue as neglect of duty was the fact that he didn’t take over the Secretary-Treasurer's 
office. He countersigned checks and acted as defense secretary, and I cannot see 
how you can find him guilty of neglect of duty and find Doyle not guilty. 

Schwandt (330): Irise to a point of order as to whether or not that amendment 
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is in order. I think there is a confliction. One says to exonerate him on the 
controversy, and this amendment is another thing. 

I am in favor of the amendment. ~~ 

Chairman Welinder: Iam in favor of the amendment and I will state my reasons 
why. I maintain he has neglected his duties, just the same as Sam Kapon neglected 
his duty by not acting. He was a member of the G. E. B. This party has unani- 
mously gone on record condemning all bulletins on both sides and the G. E. B. is 
responsible for these bulletins., It was his duty as one of the members of the 
G. E. B. to see that these bulletins were not circulated. That is one way he 
neglected his duties. I maintain that in the whole case one or two have been active 
and the others have tried to shield themselves and did not act. That, in my opinion, 
is a neglect of duty. 

Leonard (310): Fellow Worker Hanson raised the question about Fellow 
Worker Morris’ alternates being sent for. I can’t see where he ever signed as 
secretary-treasurer. He stated on the floor that the reason he didn’t act as secretary- 
treasurer when Fellow Worker Doyle went East was because he had another job. 
He was secretary of defense. 

Afterwards he said he had signed checks. Here is the financial statement. If 
he had signed checks wouldn’t his name be on this thing? Should not James Morris’ 
name be signed there, too, just the same as Doyle’s? It looks to me it should be 
there, but it isn’t. In that statement there is a financial statement for General 
Defense but there is no name signed to it. It does not say who is secretary of 
defense. 

The financial statement of the New York Branch of General Defense has a 
name signed to it. 

In the August, 1924, bulletin there is a statement. 

... Leonard (810) read statement... 

Leonard (310): That is signed by Tom Doyle as General Secretary-Treasurer 
and James Morris as Assistant Secretary-Treasurer. He was in headquarters and 
I believe he has neglected his duties. 

Cole (110): In going over the matter of this controversy I find James Morris 
the least of all in any way involved in it. In taking the facts as they stand, put out 
by both parties, condemning their bulletins, I do not find Morris’. name appearing 
in the G. E. B. minutes or in any of the controversial matter that would involve 
Morris to this degree. In the two months that they were throwing out their slimy 
bulletins among the membership and creating dissension and disruption Morris’ 
name is brought into the case only in various parts. He was brought in because he 
didn’t take a stand together with the so-called G. E. B. of ‘five. 

There is only one point where Morris could be censured and that is the point when 
Doyle left the office and went East. He stated he was functioning in one position. 
The position he was functioning in was that of secretary of defense and there was 
work to be done in that office. As for the general office, there must not have been 
anything to do or I presume he would have taken Doyle’s place. 

I am in favor of the motion and opposed to the amendment, as I can only see 
one point where Morris is involved in this controversy. You can take the bulletin 
put out by the so-called G. E. B., and you will find that, if I am not mistaken, 
he said on the floor that he could not serve in two positions at one time, one was 
sufficient. As for taking over the Small I. U.’s, I think the Board should have 
done that when they sat at the first meeting in March. 

Oates (210-220): I maintain that the action of the G. E. B. in putting Fellow 
Worker Morris in as General Defense Secretary automatically relieved him of the 
office as Assistant Secretary-Treasurer, whether rightfully or wrongfully it was just 
the same. ; 

He devoted his time in addition to that to helping Fellow Worker Doyle. It 
may be that I look upon this matter of defense secretary because I am not especially 
interested, but there are scores of men that are interested in that defense, and I 
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feel and I think he was really filling the office of assistant secretary-treasurer more 
than he could by sitting around looking at the stenographer or chewing the rag 
with any one who wanted to call up headquarters. 

In regard to taking over the Small I. U.’s, I believe that was a matter for the 
G. E. B. I don’t see where it says here that he shall take charge of the Small 
Industrial Unions. I don’t see how he could sign checks for the Secretary-Treasurer 
when the Secretary-Treasurer was in Washington. It says that in the absence of 
the secretary-treasurer he shall sign checks for the secretary-treasurer, but I suppose 
technically he might have been thrown out for taking over somebody else’s duties. 
Personally I back up the stand he took in sticking strictly to the defense office. 

Mann (110): I challenge any one on the floor of this convention to show me 
what the duties of assistant secretary-treasurer are in the constitution. Those who 
care to find out the duties of the assistant secretary-treasurer can look it up in the 
minutes of the last convention. There, you will find that Fellow Worker 
Hanley asked John Grady five, six or seven different times what the duties were 
and Grady said, “Sign checks with the general secretary-treasurer.” If any one is 
responsible for the position Fellow Worker Morris is holding it was the G. E. B. 
in March when they put him in this office, because he comes under the new plan 
of the last convention under the direct supervision of the G. E. B. 

Swanson (310): TI still stick to my amendment owing to this: I have not read 
the verbatim report but the constitution says this: 

... swanson read from the Constitution the duties of the Assistant Secretary- 
Treasurer... 

Swanson (310): Fellow Worker Morris stated on the floor not once, but four 
or five times that he did not take his place. He stated there and he proved that he 
did not do it. Furthermore, he was asked by both sides to act as assistant secretary- 
treasurer, but in tending to the defense office he was not only neglecting his office 
but he did not do what he was elected to do, and for that reason he neglected his duty. 
If he could not do the duty and attend to the defense work when Doyle was away 
he should have gotten some one to do that for him. 

Mann (110): One point of information. Fellow Worker Swanson, if you can 
prove to me that he has violated any clause in the constitution and that the office 
of general secretary-treasurer has been impaired while Doyle was away in Washington, 
I will vote in favor of your motion. Can you show that the office was impaired, 
that the organization was hurt, that something happened to the I. W. W. of vital 
importance? 

Swanson (310): I think I can answer that. I think the I. W. W. was hurt 
because he was out in the field and all the trouble was caused. I believe the office 
was impaired. 

Jordan (110): He said that he thinks and believes. Well, I do not know. 

Swanson .(310): I do know. 

Jordan (110): Now he knows. First he says he thinks and believes, and now 
he says he knows. He is very inconsistent. 

. .- Record vote was called for... . 

Chairman Welinder: We will vote on the amendment first. 

... Record vote was taken on the amendment and it was lost: 6 for and 7 
against... 

Chairman Welinder: Now we will vote on the motion. 

... Record vote was taken on the motion and it was carried: 17 for and 6 
against... , 

Chairman Welinder: Joe Fisher is the next one. 

Schwandt (330): I move that the office of the assistant secretary-treasurer 
be declared vacant. 

Leonard (310): I second the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: What are you dealing with, Fellow 

Jordan (110): I would like a ruling from the Chair. 
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Worker Morris? 


Does the Chair rule now that the suspension of Fellow Worker Morris is lifted 
and he automatically is back in office? 

Chairman Welinder: Yes, sir, certainly. 

Schwandt (330): Is my motion out of order? 

Chairman Welinder: It certainly is in order. If you want it withdrawn you 
can do so. 

Schwandt (830): Isn’t Gray acting as assistant secretary-treasurer at the 
present time pending the outcome of the trial? 

Mann (110): I want a ruling from the Chair. Do you rule that the office of 
the assistant secretary-treasurer can be declared vacant? 

Chairman Welinder: Yes. ; 

Mann (110): I appeal from the decision of the Chair. 

Chairman Welinder: The reason for this is that all these temporary officials 
are holding office only at the dictation of this convention. A suspended official is 
not an expelled official. The regularly elected official while suspended still holds that 
office and a temporary is not holding the office. It is the convention ‘that is holding 
the office and has elected them as a committee. It states that specifically in the 
motion. 

On those grounds I declare the office can be made vacant. 

Mann (110): ‘The reason I take the appeal is on these grounds: that you may 
suspend or discharge Fellow Worker Morris from the duties of assistant secretary- 
treasurer and you can replace any one, but when this convention goes on record 
that the office of assistant secretary-treasurer stands vacant it has no right to do 
that because the office was created by a referendum vote of the entire membership 
and this convention cannot override a referendum that was passed on by the men- 
bership, and unless that rule in the constitution is declared null and void there is 
no convention that can declare the thing null and void, that is, the office. Not the 
individual that is holding the office, but the office itself. 

I contend that by making this motion you are overriding the law that has been 
incorporated in our constitution, and this convention has no power to declare an 
office vacant. 

Recording Secretary McCarthy: An appeal has been taken from the decision 
of the Chair. You have heard the argument pro and con. All in favor of sustaining 
the chair raise your hands. Those opposed. 

... The Chair is not sustained: 5 for and 9 against. The motion is not in order... 

Nelson (310): I move that Fellow Worker Morris be discharged immediately 
from the office of assistant secretary-treasurer of the I. W. W. 

Fisher (110): I second the motion. 

Erwin (230): I would like to make an amendment that we remove Fellow 
Worker Morris from the office of assistant secretary-treasurer and the present 
administration handle those duties until another one is elected. (No second) 

Jordan (110): I make an amendment to the motion that we accept Fellow 
Worker Morris’ resignation as assistant secretary-treasurer. 

Mann (110): I second the amendment. 

... The question was called for... 

Chairman Welinder: The amendment is out of order. We will vote on the 
motion made by Nelson. 

... The motion was carried... 


CASE OF JOE FISHER 


Thursday Morning Session, November 6th 


Chairman Welinder: We now come to the case of Joe Fisher, suspended 
General Organizer. 4 

Nelson (310): I move that we find Fellow Worker Fisher guilty of violating 
the constitution of the I. W. W., that he be expelled from the organization, and 
same be placed on the referendum ballot. 

Erwin (2380): I second the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: It would be better if you would follow the procedure and 
find them guilty or innocent and then mete out the punishment after a while. This 
way we will get into a whole line of motions, amendments and amendments to the 
amendment. 

Jordan (110): We will only accept it as a motion for the time being. 

Nelson (310): I believe Fellow Worker Fisher should be expelled from the 
oyganization because it has been proven that he violated the constitution, not only 
violating it himself but also aiding and abetting I. U. 510 to violate it by allowing 
increases in dues and initiations. He also has violated it by having leaflets printed 
and allowing them to be circulated among I. U. members, also in my opinion when 
he took it upon himself to investigate the fraudulent ballots. It states in the 
constitution that all organization matters shall be cleared away by the G. E. B. as 
a whole. 

I believe that the fraudulent ballot was an organization matter. In fact, it was 
a very important organization matter. I believe that inasmuch as he had the power 
to eall a G. E. B. meeting, he should have called it before he investigated those 
ballots. 

When Fellow Worker Fisher was on the floor he claimed that whatever he did 
he did it for the best interests of the organization. Maybe he did, but it is a very 
poor excuse for violating the constitution. Ryan and Rowan also claim that when 
they put the injunction on they did it for the best interests of the organization. I 
am in favor of expelling all of them for violating the constitution. 

Joe Fisher: I would like a point of information. I would like to see stricken 
out that portion about going on the referendum. I accept the expulsion from the 
fidor immediately if necessary, and I am very satisfied if you expel me right from” 
the floor and do not put it on the referendum. 

Mann (110): If I ever heard a ridiculous motion I surely heard it made right 
now. Expel Joe Fisher from the I. W. W. Why? Because he tried to preserve 
the organization and keep it, together? You want to expel Joe Fisher from the 
I. W. W. because he didn’t side in with Rowan and the others? Is that why you 
want to expel Joe Fisher, because he was instrumental in going in and investigating 
fraudulent ballots on the East Coast, even though the Rowan gang did not O. K, 
his trip there? 

You want to expel him even after admitting it is wrong and it is a violation of 
the constitution that he raised the due stamp and the initiation fee in 510. Surely 
that is wrong from your way of thinking. When the question came up here of 
the other side, who have been directly connected with this controversy, who are 
responsible for it, who were the ones who aided and abetted in taking the case to 
the capitalistic court, we spent three weeks over here in making our mind up 
whether they should be expelled or not. It has been circulated through the field* 
in the bulletins, in propaganda, that Joe Fisher has violated not only the constitution 
and the by-laws, but he has violated the principles of the I. W. W. by resorting to 
guns and violence and blackjacks in evicting the other G. E. B. out of headquarters 
building. 

It has been conclusively proven on this floor that those who made these accusa- 
tions were not revolutionists but nothing else but a set of finks of the lowest kind, 
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and there is no question about it. It was also proven that no such thing was resorted 
to. That is one lie they were caught in. That is one fact, that he did not resort to 
violence, and I for one am willing to go down on record, even if some say that Joe 
Fisher violated the constitution by not ‘calling the G. E. B. together, and say that 
he acted in good faith and for the good interests of the I. W. W. by not calling 
that G. E. B. meeting together, for how do I know that today we would not have 
any headquarters of any I. W. W. at all. ' 

Now we are going further into the matter. If Jogq Fisher, as I have said, is 
guilty and deserves expulsion, what do Ryan and Rowan deserve? What penalty 
do they deserve? There is a principle involved in this. If Joe Fisher is guilty and 
is expelled then Rowan and Ryan should be reinstated and become good members of 
the I. W. W. It is possible that Fisher and others did not perhaps deal with the 
matter as in the spirit of the constitution, and I am not going to offer any apologies 
for them, but I believe he should be reprimanded for that absolutely. You forget 
to take one thing into consideration, that while they were dealing with this situation 
their brains were aflame and neither they nor the conditions in Chicago were normal. 
They didn’t know just what to do. I am inclined to think by the testimony that what- 
ever they did they meant for the good of the I. W. W. But to say that. he aided and 
abetted Rowan and his gang, that has not been conclusively proven to me and I have 
had the letters and communications handed to me by Fellow Worker Speed. I. U. 510 
was going to raise the initiation fee regardless of whether Joe Fisher O. K.’d it or 
not. I can show you cases where the G. E. B. members have sanctioned such things 
as in Philadelphia, and why were they not expelled from the I. W. W.? Why 
don’t you come out and be honest and say it it because Joe Fisher has taken a 
stand that the I. W. W. shall remain a revolutionary organization? If you can expel 
him for that, fine and dandy, but come out and say that is the reason and don’t hide 
behind the fraudulent ballots and things like that, admit that it is because he had 
the courage of his convictions to stand up for the things the I. W. W. stands for 
against the injunction. 

Oates (210-220): Is it not a fact that Doyle was once expelled from the 
I. W. W.? 

Mann (110): I will answer that this way: Were the officers that were responsi- 
ble, were they expelled from the I. W. W.? No, they were not. 

Henrikson (380): I make an amendment to the motion that Joe Fisher be 
Tound incapable of holding an official position in the organization. (No second) 

As far as the evidence that has been brought up here on the floor is concerned, 
I have not seen one man or one witness or any one get up and say that Fellow 
Worker Fisher was guilty of violating the constitution of the organization, but I 
also find at the same time that Fellow Worker Fisher is too bull-headed to keep 
an office in the organization. If you expel a man for bull-headedness from the 
organization why you will have to expel every one of us. I do not think that there 
is any reason whatsoever or anything proven that he should be expelled, or evidence 
brought here that he should be expelled from the organization. 

Fellow Worker Fisher:came out here on the floor and you asked him questions, 
and even though you can’t prove he did anything wrong willingly he was so bull- 
headed he did not want to answer sometimes. 

I am against the motion the way it is now. 

Cole (110): Iam opposed to the expulsion of Joe Fisher as there is no evidence, 
only two counts that you could find him guilty on. Those two counts are, breaking 
fie constitution. What have you against him? One of the counts is the raising 
of initiations in 510 and the other is the raising of dues without the general member- 
ship of the organization knowing anything about it. Therefore, I cannot find him 
guilty sufficiently to expel him from the organization. 

I have an amendment to offer but I thought probably I would not get a second 
to it. 

Joe Fisher admitted the breaking of the constitution, of leaving the office and 
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raising the initiation in 510, and raising the dollar dues, that I must stand on. 
Although when I come down to the consideration of it all, it was nothing less than 
a benefit for the Industrial Union 510. If it had been left go for a year then 510 
would have been able to advance itself, thereby having a very large organization 
where they could deal with the master class in the various ports throughout the 
world. That might be a crime in some people’s eyes and breaking the constitution, 
but I cannot see it that way. 

I find him guilty on the second count, but Ido not believe in expelling him from 
the organization for that, because where officials of our organization have done that 
nothing has been said to them. Former officials have burned up thousands and 
thousands of dollars wilfully and never been expelled for it. I never even heard 
tell of it. It was brought up on the floor but was never challenged. 

Jordan (110): I am surely opposed to this motion. As far as Fellow Worker 
Fisher is concerned, I know that he and the entire delegation at the last convention 
were opposed to the new plan of organization. I always was opposed to it and 
did not vote for Fellow Worker Fisher for General Organizer. 

Now about the Philadelphia, situation. At the time that crisis was at hand’ there 
was a severe crisis here in Chicago. I claim that Fellow Worker Fisher at that 
time did act for the best interests of the I. W. W. in endorsing one dollar dues. 
Whether he would or not, they were going to institute the one dollar dues anyway. 
And there was only one other thing for Joe Fisher to do and that was to suspend 
the Marine Transport Workers’ Industrial Union for violating the constitution. 

Now if Fellow Worker ‘Fisher is guilty of violating the constitution, then I claim 
that every member of the M. T. W. 510 who paid the one dollar a month dues 
violated the constitution and should be expelled from the organization. Not only 
you but quite a few other members of the M. T. W. who met in the harvest fields 
this summer and told myself and others of the I. W. W. that whether we liked it 
or not they were going to have five dollar initiation fees and one dollar a month dues. 

There was nothing brought up about that. There was another G. E. B. that was 
supposed to be functioning for the best interests of the I. W. W. They at no time 
took a stand on the Philadelphia situation, I mean on the M. T. W. situation. They 
never did suspend the entire M. T. W. I. U., they never did take any stand of any 
kind on that proposition, they were more interested at that time in causing dissension 
and disruption in the I. W. W. 

Now I will say this right here in closing: that we ought to consider it lucky, 
fellow workers, that Fellow Worker Tom Doyle was elected General Secretary- 
Treasurer of the I. W. W. We ought to be thankful and lucky also that Fellow 
Worker Joe Fisher was elected General Organizer instead of individuals who appear 
on this floor—J. A. Griffith, a man who would use any and all means to get a 
position in the I. W. W., and then after he goes to work he takes the matter to the 
capitalistic courts. That proves to me that every action that Joe Fisher took in this 
present controversy was for the best interests of the I. W. W. 

Now as far as Fisher is concerned, he can tell you that I have no love for him 
at all. Neither have I for Doyle, but I have to admit that they did function for the 
best of the organization. A motion was made here to expel him from the organiza- 
tion. Expel him, what for? Why, it was not even proven that he broke or violated 
the constitution, and even though he did violate it, many a time have I violated it, 
many a time I violated the by-laws of I. U. 110. I will state right now if I were an 
official of the I. W. W. I would violate the constitution and the by-laws of all the 
Industrial Unions if I thought it was for the best interests of the organization. I 
give him credit and I believe he should be given a vote of confidence. 

Chairman Welinder: I feel like spending this Thanksgiving by thanking oo 
providence that we are here and able to give the officials thanks too, that se logical. 
T am getting sick and tired of this talk that we are justified in breaking and 
Violating the constitution. That being the case, why do we have conventions and 
Why do we have referendums? I claim that no one has a right to violate the decision 
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of the membership. I am opposed to the motion and I know what will be the result 
of it. It is one of the kind of motions trying to carry with it on the strength of 
one part another part. We are placed in the position by this motion that if we vote 
now we will go down in the records as being in favor of acquitting Fellow Worker 
Fisher. I have to vote against it not because I think Fellow Worker Fisher has not 
violated the constitution and the principles but I have to vote against it because I 
don’t believe in putting that punishment on a man. 

So by linking this up both together and forcing us to vote on the sentence and 
on the question, it is just as logical as if a jury would report to a judge that they 
find a man guilty and recommend he be hung, and they have to accept one thing 
or another, and if the judge doesn’t pass on it he violated the instructions of the jury. 
That is exactly what you have done here. Fellow Worker Fisher has violated the 
principles and the constitution when he refused to call the meeting of the G. E. B. 
when the majority of them wanted it held. I don’t care for the technicalities of 
the 1923 clause. It certainly is in accordance with the principles of the I. W. W. 
that when a majority of a group of a body demand a meeting it certainly must be in 
conformity and the meeting should be called. I also claim that he could have handled 
the situation in a manner that would have been much better. 

There are various other questions that have been pointed out. He violated the 
constitution and the principles of the organization. I maintain it is contrary to 
the principles of the organization that an official, no matter what he is, goes out 
and violates what the membership states is going to be the law, even though he 
knows it is wrong. The organization must be so that the membership know how 
to handle it the next time. 

Jordan (110): I would like to know, you say he violated the principles of the 
organization? 

Chairman Welinder: I maintain that it is the principle of the organization that 
when a majority ask for a thing the minority in that group have to follow the decision. 

Jordan (110): Can you make a statenient that no official has a right to violate 
the will of the majority? 

Chairman Welinder: Yes. 

Jordan (110): If that be the case the majority of the Marine Transport Workers 
voted to have a dollar a month dues and the five dollar initiation fee. 

Chairman Welinder: Did the majority vote? No. 

Fisher (110): I find three grounds in this case. 

Ground No. 1, allowing the, ballot to go into the field in I. U. 510 pertaining to 
raising the dues and initiation. Now I claim there was nothing wrong in issuing that 
ballot. Just to inform Fellow Worker Nelson, such a ballot was also issued in I. U. 
110. The question of the sliding scale was up in the general organization. These 
unions ‘found themselves in a position that they wanted to increase the revenue and 
it was absolutely honest and there was nothing wrong at all at that particular time 
in issuing that ballot, because the ballot was issued subject to the return on the general 
referendum ballot. If the sliding scale had carried and I. U. 110 had voted to raise 
their dues and initiation, that would have been the law in I. U. 110 if the referendum 
had carried. 

Point No. 2 is that Fellow Worker Fisher went to New York without consulting 
the G. E. B. on the matter of the fraudulent ballots. 'I have tried to point out that it is 
an absolutely ridiculous position that the general organizer has to consult the G. E. B. 
all the time on every little question. . 

The fact was that when the question came up the G. E. B. was not in session and 
I claim the General Organizer does act between sessions for the G. E. B. on any- 
thing that needs immediate attention. According to the outline of how the general 
organizer shall function, if you will read up the verbatim report of the last 
general convention, he was empowered to go to New York if he saw fit. All he had 
to do was to report to the G. E, B. meeting about his action and ask for their 
approval. 
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The third point is the violation of the constitution. I admit that the raising of 
the dues and the initiations was a violation of the constitution. I am against 
violating the constitution. I believe we should try to live up as much as possible to 
the constitution, but I don’t exactly look upon this constitution as a holy book. 

The purpose of the constitution is to serve the interests of the organization. 
Now, the organization this summer was face to face with such a situation as never 
existed in the history of the organization. The biggest I. U.’s in the organization 
refused to support the general organization. The general organization did have no 
support except from one or two I. U.’s. If, for argument’s sake, though it has not been 
definitely established that Joe Fisher did sanction or had anything to do with the 
raising of the initiation in 510, I claim he did not do that prior to the controversy; 
if he had done that prior to the controversy I would say expel him, but he did that 
after the controversy existed. 

If he did it it might have been in view of the fact that he was face to face with a 
situation, in which he had to get revenue into the organization to keep the organization 
going and he could not count upon support from 120, and 310, and as a matter of 
fact not much support from 210-220. He had only’110 and the Small I. U.’s and 
possibly 510, and 510 was not in a position, although they would have been willing 
to uphold and maintain the general organization, to help much. 

I maintain that in a struggle and in a crisis like that you cannot go by the 
constitution. If your house is on fire, you are not going to look for rules and 
regulations how to extinguish the fire. You know the circumstances under which 
this situation arose and I claim it is excusable. If a violation of the constitution 
is excusable it is in this very case for the reasons I cite. I claim that the duties 
of any officer in the organization, above all things, are to maintain that organiza- 
tion, and if a condition arises that he is confronted with treason in the organization, 
I say nobody can hide behind the constitution like some people want to do. 

I say if you have to root out all treason in the organization do it with the consti- 
tution, and if I can’t do it with the constitution I am going to do it in spite of’ it, 
and if you delegates can’t seq it I am sorry for you. I claim in this case the 
constitution can be laid on the table and any act is right. That is’ the position 
I take. 

Hanson (110): The various points have been well covered and presented. I 
would like to say a little more about the constitution. Here is one part that is very 
seldom mentioned—that is the preamble. I almost never hear anybody mention 
that part of it when they are in trouble. That is a part that all the conventions 
have concurred with and never attempted to amend or otherwise change it. The rest 
if it, as I understand it, is subject to change year by year, as the conditions warrant. 
There is the part that our constitutional interpreters are continually overlooking, 
that is the preamble, the part that stood for sixteen years without any changes, and 
I believe it will stand that much longer, maybe more. 

- In regard to this expulsion. It would be an indirect upholding of the Rowan 
crowd. That is just what it would amount to and that is the real point at issue, 
and not all this other stuff that has been brought in in the argument. I hope we 
are not going on record to uphold them. I know for one I will not. 

Oberman (110): When this new plan came out, I will have to admit I didn’t 
understand it and did not vote for it, and there is not a man on this floor who can 
show me that new plan. Nobody has done it so far—nobody. 

As for Fisher violating the constitution, that has not been proven on this 
floor. One thinks one thing and another thinks another way and they just contradict. 
As for Fisher and me having any love for each other, we don’t agree on anything, but 
as for expelling him for what he has done I say “No !?? You chewed the rag about 
Rowan, Ryan, Bowerman and the rest of them and tried to put them on the referen- 
dum ballot, and now you are going to work and putting Fisher’s name alongside of 
that bunch of finks so he can be expelled with these guys.whom Fisher fought in 
upholding the principles of the I. W. W. 
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I claim that he took a good stand in this matter. If you were in his place what 
would you have done in that case. I suppose you would have gone to the constitu- 
tion and said, “Here, you can’t do that.” 

When the statement came down here he signed his name, and he said, “I will 
agree with any decision you make.” Did the other guys come down on the floor? 
No. But still you are going to put out a referendum ballot with the other guys. I 
claim there is nobody who can interpret the constitution the way it is today. One 
part says one thing and another part says another thing. 

As for the raising of the dues, as I understand it Fisher did not tell them they 
could raise the dues. They raised them themselves and Fisher complied with it 
after the controversy. I don’t, blame him. 

Speed (510): I am opposed to the motion, because I realize the vast difference 
between the position Fisher has taken and the position taken by the injunctionites. 
I do condemn Fisher, because he understands and knew well that a bitter fight 
occurred in this organization as the result of raising dues and initiations. He knew 
that and he might have thought. He should have thought carefully before he aided 
and abetted in carrying out the program of that kind, which he did, there is no 
question about it, knowing the results of the previous action of that kind on the 
part of the Philadelphia branch. _ 

He justified his position on the ground of another clause in the constitution for his 
act. This shows the conflicting clauses in the constitutions. I am not a sticker on 
constitutions at all. I never was and I hope I never will be. 

There is not a member in the hearing of my voice or in the I. W. W. that has 
s¢; and is not now violating the constitution. Show me an institution on the face 
of this earth that lives up to its constitution. Remember this, the constitution 
of a revolutionary organization must be flexible, we must be able to meet emergencies, 
and I say any action to put a traitor out of the organization, any action that is re- 
quired for that purpose is justified. Can one of you deny it? Can it be denied? 

You talk about constitutions and emergencies at this time. I believe he ought 
to be reprimanded and punished but I don’t believe he is entitled to expulsion. That 
puts him in the same boat with these men using every effort of their lives to destroy 
an organization of that kind. You can place them in that category under any 
condition. 

I know the attitude of 510. I know that John Aron took the prestige as an 
executive officer of that organization to carry out this program. I know that and a 
protest was entered for that action. He has done harm to the organization for the 
provisions there. I realize all these things keenly, but in John Aron’s case he 
did what he believed to be for the best of the M. T. W. 510. He believed he was 
doing the proper thing and the right thing. He was deeply interested in the welfare 
of the M. T..W. He realized fully that the organization could not exist under the 
present conditions with its fifty cent dues and the two dollar initiation, and he 
wanted to save it. When he came on the floor of the convention when the organiza- 
tion was taken in hand by the delegates from all parts of the country they removed 
him from this office, then censured him so he could not hold an office for two years 
and they censured him in the convention. That is all they did to John Aron for 
violating the constitution, because the convention understood and knew well that 
in doing this thing John Aron believed he was doing it in the interest of the organ- 
ization. 

I contend also that Fellow Worker Fisher in what he has done, has done it for 
the best interests of the organization, but you cannot say that any of these other 
parties did anything for the best of the organization. And you, furthermore, have 
to recognize in the turmoil of this controversy in that official office that the man 
fould not do just as they wanted because their mind was taken up in trying to 
defeat the proposition which confronted the entire organization. 

All these things must be looked at in an intelligent way when dealing with the 


men who did what they thought to be for the best of all concerned. Therefore, I, 


212 


am opposed to the motion. I must vote against it on those grounds, becal@eiaeuet 
take into consideration the degrees in which these men are placed even in the eapitalist 
courts they won’t do the thingg suggested on this floor. They won’t do Fs Pa 
why should we. Are we so pure? I contend that any industrial union of ae 
organization if by a certain act or a certain attitude it can advance its interest 
in the organization, that industrial union will do it. Will it not? You know it is 
doing it. You know the delegates here are here in violation of the constitution and 
why hold it up against one when we ourselves are all guilty? 

As far as I can see and from my experience here in Chicago, by the actions I 
have seen in Chicago, I am satisfied that what Fisher did he did in the interest 
of the organization. He stood his ground. While I disagree with him and am not 
in harmony with him, and believe he did not do exactly the right thing, I believe that 
his judgment was poor on these matters, but he does not deserve to be expelled or 
punished in that way. 

Schwandt (330): I am convinced that his action does not deserve expulsion at 
all. 

Swanson (310): I make an amendment to the motion that Fellow Worker 
Fisher violated the constitution and the principles of the Industrial Workers of the 
World. 

Iam opposed to the motion. I believe that he violated the constitution and the 
principles, but I do not believe that it should carry the punishment of expulsion. 
I don’t believe that he has violated it to that degree, although I know that he used 
that for his own personal business. 

Jordan 110): He is out of order. 

Swanson (310): I also know that he used Fellow Worker Moncldi’s name in 
1 motion when Fellow Worker Monoldi was not present. It was a motion made by 
Gibson and seconded by Monoldi given in the minutes of I. U. 510. Fellow Worker 
Monoldi denied that on the floor, so Fellow Worker Fisher has used Fellow Worker 
Monoldi’s name. I think that is violating the principles of the organization, and we 
know that he violated the constitution when he didn’t call the meeting of the 
G. E. B. after the fraudulent ballots were counted, and also that he did not call 
a meeting when the majority wanted a meeting. 

Erwin (230): In regard to the evidence brought out on the floor, there is no 
evidence to substantiate the fact that Fellow Worker Fisher used violence and that will 
absolve him on that ground, but there is plenty of proof that he has violated the 
constitution in several different ways. A good many times during this convention 
it has been brought up here that we need more discipline. I would like to know if 
that is for the rank and file, for the old job delegates or for anybody. I don’t 
see how we can discipline the membership and offer a vote of confidence for some 
official who has violated the constitution. 

There have been two or three different instances where it was shown he has 
| violated the constitution. If he has a right to violate the’constitution in three or four 
| instances the membership has a right, too. If you can violate a few and get by 
with it you get a vote of confidence. It was shown that due stamps were printed 

in headquarters. Fisher knew that they were being printed. 

There have been members expelled by this convention for putting out leaflets 
that directly led up to this controversy. In fact all of the Fisher acts and violations 
have been brought into this controversy, whether it was to substantiate their 
arguments or not. Nevertheless, it was a part of the controversy. The raising 
of the dues was a part of the controversy. 

I read the verbatim report of the 1923 convention, or as much of it as I could, 
especially that part dealing with the new plan and I can’t find one plan where at 
comes out during the arguments and discussions and says that a two-thirds majority 
must bring the G. E. B. into session. It states very plainly there that the board 
shall meet on the call of the general organizer or upon call of the Industrial Unions. 
_ Fellow Worker Mann said it took us two weeks to decide whether they should be 
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expelled or not. I disagree. I don’t think a delegate here didn’t have his mind 
made up before who should be expelled, but they did not want to take any actiun 
on the controversy until all things were considered and they were not expelled on 
the controversy up to the present time but in regard to holding the injunction, 

I found something else in the verbatim report, on the 28th day of November 
on Page 1275, Volume 4, about misusing the organization’s constitution. 

Jordan (110): I would like a point of information. If he is a delegate to this 
convention isn’t that a violation of Article V, Section (b)? 

Chairman Welinder: I can’t for the life of me see what that has to do with 
this punishment of Fellow Worker Fisher. 
Jordan (110): I am not a constitutional nut. 
Erwin (230): I would like to answer that. 
Oates (210-220): I am not a constitutional nut either, but I believe when 


certain rules and laws are laid down they should be lived up to as nearly as possible.. 


I maintain the actions of Fellow Worker Fisher, from what has come out on the 
floor, have been in direct contrast to any principle of the I. W. W. as a G. E. B. 
man. IJ maintain in the first place, and no other proof has been shown to me yet, 
that this lamentable controversy might not have come had that meeting been called 
when he refused to call it. There had been no split up to that time. There were 
five members of Industrial Unions at that time and in my interpretation of the 
constitution they had a perfect right at that time to hold a meeting, but he refused 
to eall it. 

It came out in the bulletins that they didn’t want to interfere with the harvest 
fields. I hold the interest of the I. W. W. is to protect the organization as a whole 
and not in the interest of any one subordinate part of it. 

The question of raising the dues and initiations has been brought up on the floor 
here. I maintain that Fellow Worker Fisher by not putting his foot down on top 
of that has done as much to wreck the I. W. W. as any man in it, because he has 
absolutely thrown every part of the principle away and turned around as general 
organizer and said to any part of the organization, “Go ahead and do what you 
want but get the money.” And your conventions have been sitting here and voting 
universal initiations and dues. 

Now the question arises, if you are not going to discipline these men you put in 
office for these acts, what is going to happen? Are you going to turn around and have 
some other member come in into the G. E. B. with an official position and say, “Well, 
Joe Fisher only got twelve months and got a vote of thanks”? It is just as logical to 
say that. Fellow Workers have said why pick on one man because of what he has 
done, but let’s always bear in mind thati we picked on 8,000 in Local 8 because they 
refused to stand by fifty cent dues. We used no mercy in kicking out those 8,000 
but we will stand on a lot of ceremony in kicking out a few of the G. E. B. at this 
time. 

I maintain that all parties in this controversy, and I know that the part Fellow 
Worker Fisher has been playing is not nearly as bad as that of the men, who got the 
injunction, I freely admit that, but still, because the other part went further ahead 
in this dirty slime that does not say that we should turn around and. clean the 
other. Let’s get to the causes of these things and when we take the causes that 
lead up to the effect of this controversy let’s be honest with ourselves and rule it out 
so thoroughly that there will be no danger of it coming again in the future. 

Mann (110): A point of order. I want to know through the Chair or Fellow 
Worker delegates whether any G. E. B. member or general official was ever expelled 
from the I. W. W. in reference to the action that was tolerated in Philadelphia. 

Chairman Welinder: That has no bearing on Joe Fisher at all at this time. 

Oates (210-220): I said the local was expelled. 

Chairman Welinder: You said 8,000 members were expelled. 

Joe Fisher: May I have the floor for ten minutes? 

Leonard (310): I am going to take a shot at making an amendment, that the 
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fellow worker be found guilty of breaking the constitution and that he be not 
allowed to hold office again in the general organization. I am convinced that Fellow 
Worker Fisher broke the constitution. In 1921 I was a delegate to the convention 
and the general convention upheld the G. E. B. and the M. T. W. of Philadelphia, 
and Fellow Worker Fisher was a member of the G. E. B. at that time and a 
member of the G. E. B. that expelled that Branch. Fellow Worker Fisher knows what 
happened there, and he expelled Philadelphia for breaking the constitution. 

That motion to expel him is a little bit strong in my notion, but I believe we 
ought to punish him, and that is why I offer my amendment. 

Walquist (510): Fellow Worker Speed covered the point I wanted to bring out. 
As far as breaking the constitution is concerned I maintain the present constitution 
that we are acting under is so constructed that it is impossible for any of us to 
live up to it properly. While I am instructed from I. U. 510 in regard to Fellow 
Worker Fisher, still I am not instructed that we should expel him for any action 
he has taken, for the simple reason we did not feel that it was that strong. Fellow 
Worker Speed pointed out that Fellow Worker Aron’s action was based on what 
he believed was for the best interests of the organization, and I believe the same 
action that Fellow Worker Fisher has taken in regard to this proposition was what 
he believed was for the best interest of the organization. 

I might have taken different action from what Fellow Worker Fisher took if 
I had been in his place. While I was stationed in Toledo I was sent a bunch of 
ballots from the 510 main office in regard to higher dues and higher initiations. I 
wrote to Fellow Worker Aron and said, “The special general referendum ballot that 
was put out in the field has lost the sliding scale, so consequently I cannot see any. 
way clear in voting on this ballot or putting this ballot out to any of the members.” 

That is the action I personally took. I refused to recognize that ballot at all, 
but nevertheless, they voted on that ballot and regardless it was carried in the I. U. 
510. It was brought out on the floor of the 510 convention that they were almost 
unanimously in favor of higher revenue, but they wanted to be within the consti- 
tution. 

Now as to the motion against Fellow Worker Fisher, I will have to vote against 
the proposition entirely. I believe, as Fellow Worker Speed does, that we should 
take some action on Fellow Worker Fisher but not to expel him. 

Nelson (310): I made the motion not because I have any personal grievance 
against Fellow Worker Fisher, but I believe that any official who violates the consti- 
tution to the extent he did should be expelled, and if we are not going to punish 
officials for violating the constitution we might as well put the constitution away. 
We can just elect the officials and when they get in there just let them do as they 
please. 

Chairman Welinder: Does anybody else wish to discuss the motion? 

Read the motion. 

... Recording Secretary McCarthy read the motion... 

Chairman Welinder: We will vote on the motion. 

... The motion was lost by a record vote: 6 for and 17 against... 

Jordan (110): I would like a point of information through the Chair. Does 
that mean, now that this motion is lost, that Fellow Worker Fisher’s suspension is lifted 
and that he is now General Organizer again? i 

Chairman Welinder: It means nothing, because the motion was really two 
motions embodied in one. I wish when we get a motion it would either deal with 
guilt or innocence first, and then the penalty. As it is now, we are right back 
where we started. 

Speed (510): I move you, Fellow Worker Chairman, that Fellow Worker 
Fisher be no longer allowed to hold office in the General Organization. 

Leonard (310): I second the motion. 

Henrikson (330): I think the motion is out of order so far. We first have to 
find the fellow worker guilty or not guilty, then we can punish him afterwards. 
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Oates (210-220): I rise to a point of information, in justice to everybody here. 
The motion automatically clears Fellow Worker Fisher. 

Chairman Welinder: I should say not, because the man is not expelled, does 
that say he is clear? 

Oates (210-220): If you do not find him guilty then automatically he is not 
guilty. 

Chairman Welinder: I voted that I did not want him expelled, because there 
were two motions in one there. 

Jordan (110): We voted on the entire motion. We all did. 

Chairman Welinder: You can appeal from the decision of the Chair if you wish. 

Henrikson (3380): I move that we table this motion until we find Fellow Worker 
Fisher guilty or not guilty. 

Mann (110): I second the motion. 

Jordan (110): The motion is out of order. We have already found Fellow 
Worker Fisher innocent. 

Chairman Welinder: We have not found him innocent. 

Oates (210-220): I appeal from the decision of the Chair. 

Chairman Welinder: I maintain in the first place you have no right to contest the 
motion to table. Where you contest the motion that is where you should have taken 
your appeal. I asked specifically if any one wanted to take an appeal from 
the decision of the Chair on the decision of the motion and not one did it. Now you 
come and want to appeal from the decision of the Chair to table a motion. ' That 
is grounds No. 1. 

My second grounds are as I stated before, that there is a clause attached to 
that motion that he be expelled. There is nothing attached to that that he be 
exonerated. 

Oates (210-220): I base my grounds for appeal that by the Chairman accepting 
the motion and allowing discussion it was in order, irrespective of what it was 
composed of. My other ground is the fact that in voting to find Fellow Worker 
Fisher guilty of a certain charge, and not finding him guilty it automatically finds him 
innocent. On those grounds I appeal from the decision of the Chair. 

Recording Secretary McCarthy: An appeal has been taken from the decision 
of the Chair. You “have heard the argument pro and con. All those in favor of 
sustaining the Chair raise your hands. Those contrary. 

.. . The Chair was sustained: 14 for and 3 against... 

Chairman Welinder: Now we will vote on the motion to table. 

... The motion to table was carried: 11 for and 7 against... 

Jordan (110): I move that Fellow Worker Joe Fisher’s suspension be lifted 
and he be discharged as General Organizer. 

Oberman (110): JI second the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: I will not entertain that motion because he is suspended 
from office pending trial. 

Murray (120): Is that last motion passed that we voted on? 

Chairman Welinder: That is tabled until we find Fellow Worker Fisher guilty 
or innocent. 

Henrikson (330): I think Jordan’s motion is out of order. I rise to a point of 
order that Fellow Worker Fisher stands suspended until we have disposed of his 
trial. 


Chairman Welinder: Yes, the motion is out of order at this time. , 

Swanson (3810): I move that we find Fellow Worker Fisher guilty of violating 
the constitution and the principles of the I. W. W. 

Erwin (230): I second the motion. 

Schwandt (330): I am very much opposed to the motion as it reads. I don’t 
see where it has been shown that Fellow Worker Fisher violated the principles of 
the organization. There may be grounds for the argument that he violated the 
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constitution. It seems to me some of the fellows don’t know the difference between 
the constitution and the principles. 

Now the only one who brought up any argument that Fisher violated the princi- 
ples of the organization was Fellow Worker Welinder, the Chairman, and he claimed 
Fellow Worker Fisher violated the principles because he didn’t call a Board meeting 
upon a majority of the G. E. B. 

I claim there is no question of principles involved at all because that is a rule 
that we laid down and that we can lay down at all times. I have been against the 
whole proceedings because I want to see a vote to find him guilty or not guilty and 
then another vote to find what disposition should be made of him. 

Mann (110): I want the Chairman to read the charges against Fellow Worker 
Fisher from Timmins, Ontario. If I remember rightly they mention certain specific 
things he violated. I am of the opinion that there is but one principle of the I. W. W. 
as that is stated in the preamble. The other things are nothing but tactics, and if 
Joe Fisher has violated the mandate of the rank and file, and if he deserves some 
minor infliction of punishment all well and good, but if it is just some violation of 
the constitution or some law that has, been laid down, I don’t want to return to the 
olden days of witch burning and that is what it amounts to. In the old Puritan days 
just because one brought in an opinion on some passage in the Bible he was 
burned at the stake. 

As I say it should be shgwn where he has violated the principles of the organiza- 
tion. That is what I stand on and that is why I belong to the I. W. W. The other 
ones are only laws made by the organization and change from time to time, but 
the principle of the organization is not changed from time to time. 

Chairman Welinder: An exception has been taken that the fellow worker has 
violated the principles of the I. W. W. I am glad indeed that that came up so we 
can get at these charges. 

Here I have stood for twenty days listening to every constitutional provision 
being debated on the floor and every one stating his reasons on the principles of 
the I. W. W. It is against the principles to amend the constitution, and it is against 
the principles of the I. W. W. to institute this constitutional provision. I thought 
the constitution was in conformity with the principles of the I. W. W. Now I find 
out that it has nothing to do with the principles of the I. W. W. and the constitution 
has nothing to do in common with Fellow Worker Fisher. This is a new interpre- 
tation to me. On this technical ground how many technicalities have we had? 

I maintain that Fellow Worker Fisher has explicitly violated the principles of the 
I. W. W. We have laid down time and time again that we don’t want a lot of 
controversial matters in this organization, we have stated time and again that the 
I. W. W. is not an illegal organization, that its principle is absolutely opposed to 
the use of violence or physical force. We went on record to condemn both sides, 
and now we say it is not a violation of the principles of the I. W. W. Yes it is. 
Anything that splits and breaks the decisions of the majority of the members of 
the I. W. W. is absolutely contrary to the principles of the I. W. W. 

I maintain he violated both the constitution and the principles of the I. W. W. 

Erwin (230): The constitution is drawn up in conformity with the preamble 
and one of the principles of the organization is that the majority rule, and when a 
man violates the constitution the will of the majority of the membership is broken. 

Cole (110): I am opposed to the motion on account of the word “principles.” 
You must all take into consideration that the constitution of the United States of 
America and yours are man made laws. That is the man made law of an organization 
and nothing else. 

If there is a principle involved in this matter I cannot see it. Furthermore, no 
one has advanced it on the floor, because it is open for discussion. If there is a 
violation of the principles of the I. W. W. let’s hear it and don’t hide behind it. 
They broke one section of the constitution and if I pick up the constitution I turn 
over to page 28, Section 8, Article VIII and there is one paragraph, “b”. 
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... Cole read the section referred to... 

Cole (110): It is funny they have that in there, yet the constitution conflicts. 
I must have broken a principle when I said to take the preamble out and throw 
the constitution in the waste basket. 

He broke the constitution in two parts and I believe in finding him guilty on 
two counts: of letting John Aron put a referendum through the field on 510 
raising the dues and initiation fees, and I believe in dealing out the same medicine 
to him as was given to John Aron of 510. I don’t know what it was but I would 
like to hear it so I can put in something in the motion to sound the same. ; 

Nelson (310): When I made the motion to expel Fellow Worker Fisher from 
the organization I did it because in my opinion he had violated the constitution. 
I did not say he had violated the principles of the I. W. W. If I am right, in 
order to violate the principles of the I. W. W. you have to violate the preamble of 
the organization. I don’t believe Fellow Worker Fisher violated the preamble of 
the organization. I believe he has violated the constitution and that is all. I am 
in favor of having that word “principles” taken out of the motion. 

Speed (510): I look on the motion in exactly the same light as the motion 
that Fellow Worker Nelson made. It is a double header. Now I will be compelled 
to vote against the proposition on account of the word “principles” being placed 
in with the other. If the word principles were stricken out I could vote on the 
motion, but as it involves two things I cannot vote on it because it has not been 
demonstrated to me that he violated the fundamental principle of this organization. 
He has his own views and I have mine, and I cannot see anything in his views 
concerning the real principle of the organization, and I think I watch the organization 
as closely as anybody else. ; 

Leonard (310): I don’t like to be voting for this when it says principles in 
there. I don’t see how you could claim that the principles of the I. W. W. have 
been broken, but I do believe he has broken the constitution of the I. W. W. I 
am not going to vote that Fellow Worker Fisher has broken the whole principle 
of the I. W. W. 

... The question was called for... 

Swanson (310): The motion has been discussed and I don’t think there is much 
more to be brought out. I feel that Fellow Worker Fisher has broken the constitution 
and the principles of the I. W. W. 

... Record vote was demanded... 

Oates (210-220): I cannot vote on this motion because the matter of guilt was 
disposed of when the motion of ‘Nelson and Erwin was voted down. 

... Record vote was taken and the motion was lost: 6 for and 15 against... 

Chairman Welinder: It is time for lunch now and we will adjourn and take this 
up right after lunch. 

... The meeting adjourned at twelve-thirty o’clock... 


Thursday Afternoon Session, November 6th 


The meeting was called to order at two o’clock by Chairman P. J. Welinder. 

Chairman Welinder: The meeting will now come to order. 

The first order of business will be the roll call of the delegates. 

... The roll was called and all delegates were present except those excused for 
committee duty... 

Chairman Welinder: We will now take up the question of Joe Fisher. : 

Henrikson (330): I move that we find Joe Fisher, ex-general organizer of the 
I. W. W., guilty of violating Article VII, Section 8, paragraph (a), and Article III, 
Section 5, paragraph (g) of the constitution. 

Nelson (310): Isecond the motion. 

Henrikson (330): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Workers: We have 
discussed this for two hours already, and I think further discussion is a waste of 
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time. Any man knows he has violated wilfully, and aided and abetted, in violating 
these articles. 

_,. The question was called for... 

Hanson (110): In regard to this Article 7, and Article 3 and the paragraphs 
mentioned, I maintain that Joe Fisher, General Organizer, lived up strictly to the 
constitution on that and those who are responsible for such a dinky provision are 
not Joe Fisher, not by any means. The ones who are responsible for it are those 
who introduced and sponsored such a constitutional provision at the last general 
convention, and those who voted for such a provision as that on the general 
referendum. | 

Since the membership cannot be held responsible except by the way they suffer 
for their misdeeds and lack of judgment, we are not to hold them responsible, but I 
claim that provision is explicit. The first time the two-thirds provision has been 
in vogue in the constitution for years was last year and see the results. 

I fail to see in any way, shape or form, where Fisher has in any way violated 
that provision, and I would like to have those here show me. 

This other clause is quite different, yes. He violated the constitutional clause 
there, in Article VII, Section 3 (a). The clause there is quite explicit. The other 
constitutional clause is also quite explicit, saying that the Executive Board shall 
take over a defunct I. U. after it has failed to pay its bills and regulate its revenue. 
There is also another contradictory provision in the constitution, Article I, Section 
4, I claim that this clause that provides for the initiation fee and dues is in conflict 
with the referendum ballot, too. 

The question is whether we are going to take a chance on losing I. U. 510. When 
the general organizer did not see fit to take that chance, I. U. 510 decided on a 
referendum ballot and if certain members did not want to vote they didn’t have to. 
When they didn’t vote their votes didn’t have to be counted, that was all. 

The question that was brought up to the general organizer was this: was he going 
to concur with the membership of 510 when they presented their wishes in the 
referendum vote or was he not. I might say he also violated another provision by 
not taking over defunct unions. Why was not that lived up to? For my part I 
don’t see where it is fair to try to make a man guilty for all the sins of the I. W. W. 
and make a goat out of him for a constitution that this convention has stated con- 
flicts and can’t be lived up to from cover to cover. I think we are in confliction 
ourselves when we try to make a man guilty for all those conflictions. 

Gray (110): Iam not going to talk to all of the delegates because some of them 
are busy anyway—some of them are reading. 

This motion reminds me of the witness in court. He was asked whether he would 
promise to stop beating up his wife, and told to answer yes or no. It is the same 
with this motion whether Fisher is guilty or not of violating Articles VII and III. 
They were clever enough to put ‘two articles together in one motion. 

‘Suppose he did violate them, what are you going to do with him? When we 
settled on Rowan we didn’t look into the constitution to find what he violated. He 
was expelled on general principles for violating the morals and the ethics of the 
LW. W. There is nothing in the constitution that says Jim Rowan went to the 
capitalists and took out an injunction against the organization or that a member can’t 
scab. That is a violation of the working class ethics. That is all that these men 
should be tried on. What principle of the I. W. W. has Joe Fisher broken? The 
constitution? What Industrial Union broke the constitution when they expelled 
5,000 members without a trial? 

Fisher was thinking of 510. The delegates themselves came from New York 
and said there was $3.60 in the treasury when they left New York City. The general 
organization is paying their wages now. What are you going to do?’ That is the 
situation that you have to face. Fellow Worker Fisher thought that the survival of 
510 and the life of 510 were more important than a piece of paper, and I agree with 
him. 

2G: 


Yesterday you went on the stand and you exonerated Tom Doyle and then made 
a motion to can him. Today a motion was made to expel Fellow: Worker Fisher and 
now you want to find him guilty of violating the constitution. What is going to 
happen after you find him guilty? I have no idea what the next move is going to be, 

Fisher and Doyle are together on one side, and the big bunch is together on 
the other side. We should treat them all alike. They all stand for what they did. 
These cases should not have been taken up seriatim. One side should have been 
judged and action taken on them all at once, and the other side the same way. This 
idea of making one particular guy the goat is the bunk. What have you got against 
Fisher? It has been proven what you have against Tom Doyle. After you vote to 
exonerate him you vote to can him. Nobody but a person with the brain of a 
peanut would do a thing like that. 

Chairman Welinder: Do you think:it is necessary to insinuate a lot of these 
things against the delegates? It is the delegates that voted. 

Gray (110): Iam bringing out the points. 

‘Chairman Welinder: I don’t know that you have been appointed to be one of 
the judges of their intelligence. 

Gray (110): No, but I am one of the judges in this matter of Joe Fisher. I 
make an amendment that Joe Fisher be found guilty of violating the constitution, 
Article 7, section 8 (a). 

I did not get a second to that. Can I talk to the motion? 

On the motion, I have to vote “No.” I claim he violated but one article and 
he didn’t violate the other. I claim that where it says that it shall take a two- 
thirds majority vote to settle any question by the G. E. B. it is clear, it is specific, 
and there can be no dispute and the words, “any question” are used to mean all 
questions. It means the questions of coming together and also the question to 
adjourn. 

So far as I am originally concerned, I was not a delegate to the last general 
convention, but happened to be around here and attended one or two of the 
sessions when this question came up. At that time I told some of the delegates that 
was a ridiculous proposition, that two-thirds majority vote, to tie down an executive 
body to that was absolutely ridiculous. I also showed them that a two-thirds majority 
vote gave the minority more control. Of course, if they cannot get a two-thirds 
majority vote on a question, the minority can block it. But in spite of everything 
the convention last year adopted such a clause, the membership ratified it, and now 
it is a law. 

I claim if we vote in favor of the proposition before us now, we are violating 
the constitution; we are violating the constitution because we are claiming that it 
didn’t take a two-thirds vote to call that meeting when the constitution is very 
specific about the two-thirds majority vote. Why did it include the words, “Any 
question”? Those words cannot be interpreted any different and I don’t care how 
many Philadelphia lawyers come around and try to twist the words. 

I agree that the whole proposition is here in the constitution whether we like 
it or not, and it is up to us to live up to it. We are making ourselves ridiculous; we 
are hollering about condemning people for violating the constitution, and we turn 
right around and render a decision, and by so doing we more or less go on record 
in favor of a violation of the constitution. ; 

Jordan (110): I offer an amendment that we find Joe Fisher guilty of violating 
Article VII, Section 8, paragraph (a), to the best interests of the Industrial 
Workers of the World. : 

Fisher (110): I second the motion. 

Jordan (110): I don’t believe we should have much discussion on this. Fellow 
Worker Fisher admitted here that it was almost impossible to do what he wanted 
to do, and the stand he took in regard to the M. T. W. affair. The M. T. W. had 
already made the dollar membership dues, and the entire membership has violated the 
constitution of the I. W. W. by paying one dollar a month dues. TI can’t see why 
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| we should come here and find Joe Fisher guilty and allow the rest of the people io 
| run around loose. We are going to continue to violate that clause. 

I look ox the matter like this: I place myself in this position, or place any 
delegate in his position at that time. The controversy was on, two factions of the 
G. E. B. were in session, two I. U.’s practically moved out of headquarters, no money 
coming in. There was a possible chance of Fisher and the small G. E. B., of which 
he was 2 member, suspending the M. T. W. for charging this dues. If they did, it 
would cause disruption. For that reason I believe Fellow Worker Fisher did endorse 
the action of the Marine Transport Workers by allowing the one dollar dues, for the 
good of the organization. 

Mann (110): I call for the previous question. 

... The call was sustained by the delegates... 

Broman (120): It seems to me we are getting the cart before the horse. You 
are trying to convict a man on a by-law that is laid into the constitution for the 
government of the Industrial Unions in regard to dues and initiations. Article 
VU, Section 3 (a) has absolutely nothing to do with the Chairman of the G. E. B. 
or the G, E. B. itself. It pertains to the government of the Industrial Unions with 
their relations to the general organization in regard to the initation and dues which 
they shall pay or charge to their members. 

Now you are going to turn around and try to convict a man because the I. U. 
violated one of the by-laws of the I. W. W. Furthermore, the way I understand it, 
Fellow Worker Fisher did not know anything about the referendum ballot until he 
: saw the ballot itself. The only thing you could convict him on in regard to this 

clause was that he concurred with the ballot of the officer or officers of 510. So 
I think it is out of order to accept a motion on that proposition, for I don’t think 
it has anything to do at all with the general organization. 

Chairman Welinder: Read the article. 

. ... The article was read... 

Chairman Welinder: It is certainly the duty of the G. KE. B. and the general 
administration to take care of those matters. 

\ Broman (120): Does it say the general organizer or the G. E. B.? 

Chairman Welinder: Yes. 

Broman (120): No. They shall be governed by their instructions. 

... Chairman Welinder read the clause again... 

Chairman Welinder: He has executive power and is part of the Executive 

Board. 

Broman (120): With the Industrial Union, yes but not as an individual. 
Swanson (310): I can’t understand the last amendment. You make an amend- 
ment that they have violated the constitution to the best interests of the organization. 

How can they violate the constitution to the best interests of the organization? It 
might be to the best interests of the organization to take out an injunction. 

Schwandt (330): I make an amendment to the amendment that we exonerate 
Fellow Worker Fisher from all charges and accusations against him in this controversy. 

Gray (110): I second the motion. 

Henrikson (330): I think the amendment to the amendment is out of order on 
the following grounds: It has been passed on the floor that the M. T. W. ballot 
raising the dues be excluded in this case as far as Fellow Worker Fisher is concerned 
and that it is not part of the controversy. 

Chairman Welinder: I cannot see that. The motion is that they have violated 
the constitution in regard to this affair, and you have declared yourself out of order. 

Schwandt (330): We voted on one motion that his actions didn’t warrant 
expulsion. The other motion 

Broman (120) (Interrupting): Point of order. My point of order is this, that 
the amendment is out of order. Does not the amendment to the amendment either 
add to or detract from the amendment or motions heretofore made? I will take an 
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Chairman Welinder: I maintain there is a question involved whether Fellow 
Worker Fisher is guilty or innocent, this is referred to one part of the constitution 
and to another part of the constitution, one part includes two clauses in the 
constitution and the amendment was offered and accepted and nobody objected that 
he only violated one part, and that was done to the best interests of the organization, 
Here comes another saying that he has not violated anything. It is all part and 
parcel of the guilt or innocence, and that is the thing we are going to decide upon. 
If the motion carries and if the amendment carries then there will be a question 
of whether he is going to be sentenced. If the amendment to the amendment 
carries there is another 

Broman (120) (Interrupting): I contend that the amendment to the amendment 
states that he be exonerated from all charges and accusations arising in the contro- 
versy. If it did carry you would still have to vote on the clauses, because it does 
not settle that point. The amendment to the amendment does not add. to nor detract 
from the motion. 

Recording Secretary McCarthy: An appeal has been taken from the decision of 
the Chair. You have heard the discussion pro and con. All in favor of sustaining 
the Chair, hold up their right hands. All opposed. 

... The Chair is sustained; 7 for and 6 against... 

Schwandt (330): I said that we have passed a motion that he didn’t warrant 
expulsion. You already passed a motion on this floor this forenoon, which was voted 
down, that he didn’t violate any constitutional principles. Here you say in this motion 
that he is guilty of breaking clauses in the constitution and this morning you voted 
‘ down such a motion. I say the amendment ought to carry right now. 

Oates (210-220): Point of information. What was the motion that we voted 
down this morning? / 

Chairman Welinder: The motion was that we find Fellow Worker Fisher guilty 
of violating the constitution and that he be expelled from the organization, same 
to be placed on the referendum ballot. It was lost, 6 for and 17 against. | 

Schwandt (330): We voted on whether he violated the constitution and the 
principles of the organization, too, and that was voted down. 

Gray (110): I-rise to a point of order. I am not trying to deprive anybody of 
the floor here, but I remember distinctly that we passed a motion that the last speaker 
was Fellow Worker Erwin. 

Erwin (230): I.don’t see how you can think about the amendment to the 
amendment. 

It was shown that this question of raising the dues was a part of the controversy. 
You can find it in the bulletin. Fisher admitted it on the floor that they violated 
the constitution in the raising of those dues, or allowing them to be raised. The 
stamps were printed in headquarters and Fisher had knowledge of that, but still you 
are trying to whitewash it. 

Fellow Worker Jordan gets up and states that they were raised by the will of 
the majority of the membership of 510. That is not a fact. Out on the Pacific 
Coast they threw these right in the wastebasket because they knew it was a violation 
of the constitution. They refused to vote on the thing altogether. 

Leonard (310): Fellow Worker Broman raised a point on Article VII in regard 
to the Industrial Union taking care of that. I have been a delegate since 1918 and 
everybody that I line up, I show them the credentials and ask them to read them. 
I think I will read this to the delegates. They ought to know what is in their 
credentials. (Read) 

Doesn’t that state under the fellow worker’s signature that the initiation is two 
dollars and the dues are fifty cents? I asked him the other day if that was changed 
on the credentials, and he said it wasn’t, but he wished they would change it. I 
am going now by my credentials. ; 

Schwandt (330): I just want to say every proposition has been voted down on 
this, and I don’t see how the convention is standing now. 
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Gray (110): If this constitution of ours is so all-wise and perfect, why did 
we spend several days revising it? i . 

Chairman Welinder: You can study that for yourself. 

Mann (110): I want a ruling from the Chair. In case the amendment to the 
amendment carries, or in case the amendment carries, is the question of the contro- 
versy in regard to the M. T. W. still to be taken up? 

Chairman Welinder: I maintain it can’t, for the simple reason that you made it 
a part and parcel of the hearing on the floor with the consent of the floor; when you 
prought it right in with this. It is made part and parcel of the controversy. You 
may take objection and get a new ruling if you want to. If not it will, stand. 

We will vote on the amendment to the amendment. 

... Regord vote was demanded... 

Oates (210-220): I am not voting on this matter because I contend it was 
settled with the previous motion that was carried. 

Erwin (230): I am not voting on the same grounds. 

_.. Record vote was taken and the amendment to the amendment was lost: 9 for 
and 14 against, 2 not voting... 

Jordan (110): I am going to quote the constitution again. 

_..Jordan (110) read Article I, Section 4... 

Jordan (110): Now, fellow workers, this convention has expelled Dr. Frederick 
Blossom, and no doubt before he was expelled the question was brought up whether 
or not the man was entitled to membership in this organization. He is not a wage 
worker and is not entitled to membership in the organization. 7 

Now the administration expelled Frederick Blossom and others for circulating 
leaflets and creating a stink. In the field that brought about this controversy and 
this convention sustained the action of Fisher and Doyle in expelling him. 

Today, I was informed that Dr. Blossom is in Los Angeles again paying dues in 
the I. W. W. 

Chairman Welinder: Are you discussing Dr. Frederick Blossom or the constitu- 
tion, or Fisher? 

Jordan (110): The constitution. 

Chairman Welinder: You are drifting in on last year’s minutes. 

Jordan (110): I am speaking on the amendment that Fellow Worker Fisher did 
violate this certain section for the best interests of the I. W. W. ; 

Now the stationary delegate or the delegate who is representing the I. W. W. 
in the city of Los Angeles, in the state of California, by stamping up Blossom, is 
that a violation of the constitution of the I. W. W., is it a violation for the best 
interests of the I. W. W.? 

Chairman Welinder: If you have any charges to prefer against him go ahead. 

Broman (120): I thought he was talking about Article VII, Section 8 (a). 

Chairman Welinder: He is talking about a doctor in Los Angeles. 

Jordan (110): I am dealing with one who was instrumental in bringing 
about this controversy, and he is still in the field carrying on his disruptive tactics, 
that is all. 

Erwin (230): A point of information. Is it dealing with this question to discuss 
the Blossom matter? 

Leonard (310): I call for a record vote on the amendment. 

... Record vote was taken and the amendment was lost: 9 for and 14 against, 
Oates (210-220) and Erwin (230) not voting for the same reason as stated in vote 
on amendment to the amendment. 

Chairman Welinder: Now we are down to the motion. 

Henrikson (330): I haven’t much to say, but I must speak of the accusations 
that have been made. Fellow Worker Gray must know we have not much brains, 
none of us, but as far as Article VII, Section 3 (a) is concerned, I don’t think there 
is any one here who can say Fellow Worker Fisher has not violated it. Neither 
do I think any one here can say that Fellow Worker Fisher could not have suggested 
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. . - Henrikson (330) read paragraph (g), Article III, Section 5... . 
Henrikson (330): That is the way they shall call their meeting together. 
Broman (120): Ihave a point of information. Why does it state that they shall 
settle it by mail or wire if it does not require a vote to get them together? 

Henrikson (330): It means if they are not going to meet together whether 
they settle by mail or by wire it takes a two-thirds vote. 

Fisher (110): Whether they meet or not is another question. 

Chairman Welinder: We will vote on the motion. 

- + » Record vote was taken on the motion and it was carried: 12 for and 11 
against... . 

Erwin (230): Iam recorded as voting “no” on the final motion on the grounds 
that I consider the first vote carried the question. 

Oates (210-220): I voted against it for the same reason. 

Broman (120): I want to be recorded as voting no, as I consider Article VII, 
Section 8, paragraph (a) pertaining to dues of industrial unions and not to the 
general organizer. 

Gray (110): A point of information. Has this convention now voted that 
Fisher started the controversy? 

Murray (120): I make a motion that we expel Fellow Worker Fisher. (No 
second). 

Jordan (110): I want to be recorded as voting “no” on that motion, because 
it has not been proven that Fellow Worker Joe Fisher violated Article III, Section 5, 
paragraph (g) of the constitution. 

Oberman (110): Record me ag voting against it for the same reason. 
to the M. T. W. another way instead of going straight into this question when he 
knew it was the cause of this controversy. 

Now Fellow Worker Broman states that paragraph (a) is an I. U. matter. I will 
state that it is not. We have a universal fee in the I. W. W. so far and until it is 
decided that we are not going to have a universal fee but a sliding scale, this organiza- 
tion is under it as a whole. 

As far as paragraph (g) of Article III is concerned it is clear, too, if you read it. 

Gray (110): And me, too. : 

Fisher (110): Can I state my reason for voting “no” on that motion? TI voted 
against the motion because it included the article about calling the G. E. B. together, 
and to vote “yes” on it might mean that we interpreted that to mean that Joe 
Fisher is to blame for the whole controversy. 

Schwandt (380): I move that we take up the motion from the table about Fellow 
Worker Fisher. 

‘ Henrikson (330): Isecond the motion. 

. . . The question was called for and the motion was carried. ... 

Chairman Welinder: The motion that was tabled reads: “M. & S. Speed (510) 
and Leonard (310) That Fellow Worker Fisher be not permitted to hold an official 
position in the general organization.” 

Cole (110): I amend that to read for three years. (No second). 

Jordan (110): I think it is all right; life sentence is sufficient. 

Hanson (110): I will have to vote against that motion and take the same stand 
i did this morning in order to be consistent, and I hope they will also be consistent 
and take the same stand they did on Kapon this morning. 

Marn (110): I eall for the question. 

. . . The call was sustained... . 

Chairman Welinder: JI want to say this: That after all the attempts that have 
been made to block the decision of the particular amendment like, for instance, violat- 
ing the constitution for the best interests of the organization, and all such things, 
why, I surely will have to vote on this because there is nothing stronger, but now if 
there comes up a motion to expel Fellow Worker Fisher, I surely will have to vote 
for it. There must be something behind it when it takes a big lot of whitewash to 
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paint this thing over. We have had eight or nine motions here. What is behind Te? 
What would you think of me if I stated that Blossom and Lorton circulated those 
leaflets for the best interests of the I. W. W.? 

Jordan (110): The Chairman is out of order. He is talking about a motion 
that has already been passed on. 

Chairman Welinder: You fellows have been out of order continuously. ‘It has 
been proven distinctly and it has not been denied here that he violated the consti- 
tution, and he is not fit, in my opinion, to hold a responsible official position in the 
organization. 

We are sitting here, I suppose, laying down the rules and regulations because 
we want our officials to follow them up. If not we are perfect monkeys to spend 
months and months together going through the constitution when they can scrap them 
when they feel it is for the best interests of the organization. 

I don’t think he is fit to hold any official position. 

Oberman (110): Don’t you think. that Fisher did that for the best of the or- 
ganization by not aligning himself for the injunction? 

Chairman Welinder: He asks a question that has nothing to do with this at all. 

Gray (110): The Chairman shows partiality. He would expel a man just be- 
cause there have been too many motions. He would make Fellow Worker Fisher the 
goat just because somebody has made too many motions. Isn’t he a bright and 
intelligent member of the organization? 

Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): I don’t think this is anything pertaining to the ques- 
tion at all. 

Gray (110): It depends on which side you are on. What is behind it? That 
is what I would like to know. One gang has.persistently tried to wreck the organiza- 
tion. They stab the organization in the back, send men, to jail in California for it. 
Joe Fisher has persistently tried to block it. You can convict the other side for 
downright finking, and yet they want to knock Joe Fisher for all time. He has to be 
the one member of the organization that can’t hold a position officially, he has to 
be ostracized. I don’t suppose Fisher wants to hold office again in the I. W. W. 
I think he has had his belly full like the rest. 

There is one fine way of expelling a member of this organization, and that is 
put him in for office once at 1001 West Madison Street, and after his term is up 
you don’t hear from him again. But they don’t want to do that. They want to 
convict him for all time so he can be a leper in the organization. The Chairman 
wants to know what is behind this, and I would like to know the same thing. 

.. .» Record vote was called for... . 

Oates (210-220): Iam not voting as I recorded myself previously. 

Walquist (510): I want to state my position. I don’t believe we should be any 
more severe with Fellow Worker Fisher than with the other workers. I am instructed 
from 510 to take a stand against Joe Fisher but I don’t believe in the proposition 
the way it stands now. I must vote against the motion. 

. . . The motion was lost, 6 for and 16 against, on a record vote... . 

Erwin (230): I want to be recorded on the grounds that Fellow Worker Fisher 
was exonerated on the first vote cast. 

Nelson (310): I want to be recorded as voting “no’’ because I believe Fellow 
Worker Fisher should be expelled. 

Walquist (510): I make a motion that Fellow Worker Fisher be barred from 
holding office in the general organization for two years. 

Cole (110): I second the motion. 

Erwin (230): I thought we were voting on an amendment. 

I ask that my vote be changed to “yes.” 

Walquist (510): According to the action on John Aron I don’t think we should 
be any more severe on Fisher. I am instructed to vote on Fisher in regard to the 
same action we took in New York. I don’t believe in barring him for life. 

Gray (110): You are doing Fisher a favor. He can’t hold a job in the I. W. W. 
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for two years. This is really exonerating him. It is paying him a compliment. He 
can’t be put into any more misery for two years. 

Mann (110): I call for the question. 

. .. The call was sustained. ... ‘ 

Murray (120): I make an amendment to the motion that we expel Fellow 
Worker Fisher. 

Grad (120): I second the motion. 

Speed (510): The amendment is out of order. This proposition he is bringing 
up now has been acted upon the first part of this morning. Are you going to bring 
it up again now? I believe the whole bunch of them ought to be expelled. 

Murray (120): That is the reason I am here to do it. 

Chairman Welinder: We voted this morning to find them guilty and expel them. 
There were two motions in one, and it was explicitly declared by each on the floor 
why they veted against, because there were two in one. 

I will accept any amendment. 

Murray (120): I find Fellow Worker Fisher guilty of breaking the constitution 
also the preamble of the I. W. W. I will show you where he broke the preamble of 
the I. W. W. In the first place our preamble says we should unite together against 
our common'enemy. Who is the common enemy in the organization and outside? 
Did Fellow Worker Fisher try to unite your fellow workers and stand and work to- 
gether? No, he kept them apart, and that is breaking the preamble of the I. W. W. 

In the preamble it says, ““We find that the centering of the management of in- 
dustries into fewer and fewer hands makes the trade unions unable to cope with 
the ever-growing power of the employing class.” Isn’t keeping the fellow workers 
apart in the whole organization causing discontent by allowing this to go on and 
also causing and fostering trade unions? It can’t be gotten away from. 

Oates (210-220): Fellow Worker Chairman and Fellow Workers: That motion 
this morning to me expresses my sentiments. Through the lack of initiative of these 
delegates in here or through the fear of their own convictions they would not get up 
here and vote to amend the motion by striking the last motion out. That left the 
motion as one, therefore when that motion was cleared it automatically cleared 
Fellow Worker Fisher. 

Now this voting has gone too far. Yes, they thought they had gone too far, 
lots of the fellow workers here, and they scouted around and without any idea from 
Fellow Worker Fisher, who said, “expel me-or leave me,” they looked around to see 
if they could get a nice place for Fellow Worker Fisher to fall on whether he wanted 
it or not. Why didn’t they stand on that resolution? I maintain that resolution is 
legal and if anybody will show me any rules of any place you can apply that motion 
and then bring it up again after you said he was not guilty of this, why convict him 
on that. 

Why all this buncoing around here means nothing at all. I stand as I stood 
before—when that resolution was put up this morning and passed it settled it. I am 
consistent in my actions and I am not trying to dodge the issue. 

- . . Chairman Welinder read the amendment and the motion. . ive 

Chairman Welinder: We will vote on the amendment. 

- . » Record vote was cast and the amendment was lost: 5 for and 18 against, 
two not voting. ... ' 

Chairman Welinder: Now we will vote on the motion. 

- + » Record vote was cast and the motion was tied: 10 for and 10 against, 5 
not voting. ... 

Jordan (110): I want to be recorded as voting “no” on that motion because 
it is a confliction with the constitution. 

Gray (110): Is that motion carried or lost? The Chair has already voted so 
the motion is lost. 

Chairman Welinder: Where do you get your rules? 
Gray (110): From customs. 
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Henrikson (330): I call for a roll call vote. (Not supported). 

... Recount was asked for... 

Chairman Welinder: All right, but it seems ridiculous to me. 

... Recount was taken and the motion was lost: 9 for and 11 against, and 4 
not voting... 

Mann (110): I move that Fellow Worker Joe Fisher be discharged from the 
office of General Organizer. 

Schwandt (330): I second the motion. 

Henrikson (3380): A point of information. Does this last motion that passed 
exonerate Fisher? I want a point of information from, Fellow Worker Speed, if 
he is not instructed the same as Fellow Worker Walquist. 

Speed (510): That makes no difference. 

Mann (110): I eall for the question. 

... The motion was carried... 


CASE OF CHARLES GIBSON 
Thursday Afternoon Session, November 6th 


Chairman Welinder: The next is the case of Gibson. 

Henrikson (330): I make a motion that Fellow Worker Gibson be barred from 
holding office in the organization fori life. He is not fit to be in it. (No second) 

Gray (110): I move that the case of Fellow Worker Gibson take the same 
course at that of Fellow Worker Fisher. 

Erwin (280): I second the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: I won’t entertain that motion. 

Jordan (110): I move that we suspend Fellow Worker Gibson and he be dis- 
charged from office. (No second) 

Fisher (110): I move that all charges and accusations against Fellow Worker 
Gibson be withdrawn and he be cleared of all charges in this controversy. 

Mattson (210-220): I second the motion. 

Oates (210-220): A point of information. Are you exonerating Fellow Worker 
Gibson for seconding a motion when he was not there? 

Fisher (110): I myself am not quite clear about that proposition. I will admit 
I may be wrong, but as I understand it, if Fellow Worker Gibson was not recording 
secretary of that meeting, who was? He did not have charge of the minutes. I think 
Fellow Worker Gibson should be cleared. He claims he had nothing to do particularly 
with raising of the dues or initiation fee. I don’t know that he was particularly 
accused of it in the first instance. Furthermore, it is proven that none of them 
used any, so I can’t see why he should not be cleared. 

Murray (120): I understand this convention was called to order to kill the 
root of a disease that has been going out among the fellow workers. I find by the 
motions that are just passed and that we pass in the future that they have not 
killed the disease or the root. I find, according to the motion, that this same 
turmoil will be on next week when we leave the convention that we have come to 
settle. If these men get out in the field again our organization will be worse than 
it was before the controversy. 

_Oberman (110): Are there any charges preferred against Fellow Worker 
Gibson? ; : ’ 

Chairman Welinder: He was a G. E. B. member and you are dealing with his 
conduct during the time he was a G. E. B. member. 

Henrikson (330): I am certainly in favor of the motion that Fellow Worker 
Gibson be discharged as a G. E. B. member and I am in favor of this motion. 
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Chairman Welinder: The motion is that he be exonerated of all charges and 
accusations against him in this controversy. 

Henrikson (330): What became of the motion that he be discharged? 

Erwin (280): I make an amendment that Fellow Worker Gibson be found guilty 
of neglect of duty in office and that he be removed from office. 

Swanson (310): I second the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: That is entirely contradictory to the motion and I cannot 
entertain it. 

I just want to say a word. It is a funny thing: if I am not mistaken, it was read 
directly on the floor that Gibson was the maker of the motion to violate the consti- 
tution in regard to the raising of dues, then we are going to exonerate him. I say 
it is very much in line with the procedure we pursued just recently in regard to 
Fisher, and I wish we would not change the collar now, let’s keep it on. 

Gray (110): I want to come out plainly with what we all think and are afraid 
to say. Fellow Worker Gibson did not know where he was at. You can’t blame him, 
because he does not know anything about the organization. How can you condemn 
him for something he is not responsible for? He didn’t know where he was, he 
did not know the war in Europe was over; he doesn’t know it yet. If you find him 
guilty of anything it must be wilful neglect, and you heard him on the floor here, 
you couldn’t understand him. Why make a goat out of him? Even if he had been 
on the other side and said the same thing, he didn’t know where he was. I am going 
to say the same thing for Kapon. 

Swanson (310): This is inconsistent. If he does not understand, then you want 
to put him in the same position, you want to show the inconsistency of these delegates. 
They claim that he was not fit to hold office again and I don’t claim that Gibson 
is any more fit than Sam Kapon. é 

Broman (120): I want a point of information from the Chair. Did we or did 
we not vote to keep Kapon out of office, any general office? ; 

Chairman Welinder: The motion carried 15 to 6 that Sam Kapon should not 
hold office for three years. 

Jordan (110): That went over my head. ; 

Broman (120): What other action did you take in regard to Kapon? 

Chairman Welinder: That he was guilty of neglect in office of the duties of 
G. E. B. member. 

Broman (120): I make an amendment to the motion that Fellow Worker Gibson 
be found guilty of neglect of duties as a G. E. B. member and that he be barred 
from holding office in the general organization for a term of three years. 

Chairman Welinder: I declare the amendment out of order on the ground that 
it is entirely contradictory to the motion. ~ 

Broman (120): I think that Gibson and Kapon are very much alike. Personally 
I consider them both irresponsible. To me they both act like a little child in regard 
to organization matters and in regard to their duties and their responsibilities. 
Therefore, seeing that you have already taken action on Kapon I think it is no more 
than just to mete out the same judgment to Gibson. In regard to guilt for violating 
the constitution, I don’t think either one could be held responsible for that. 

Oates (210-220): It seems to be the popular ery: “Tgnorance.” That seems 
to me pretty far-fetched. It covers a multitude of sins. How did it happen that 
all these men became ignorant in the last week. It is absolutely foolish. 

Fisher (110): I don’t want to use up much time. I may agree with the fellow 
worker that Gibson might’ not make a very good executive, but I believe he was 
honest, and I believe it as regards that particular motion in question; I will tell you 
something. I remember the minutes shortly after the meeting. I got hold of the 
minutes and I remember that motion and it never appeared in the minutes that it 
meant any such thing as came up here on the floor of this convention. It stated 
that the financial affairs of 510 shall be regulated by the G. E. B. I don’t take 
it to mean that that means a raising of dues either. As far as I as an individual 
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am concerned, I don’t think I am dumb if I sat in a G. E. B. meeting and such a 
motion was made, and I may vote in favor of it, never thinking it would be used 
in the way this one was used. 

Furthermore, as I have stated on the floor of this convention, I think this 
question of the raising of dues in the M. T. W. should be taken up separately 
because it occurred after the controversy was on. 

T think Gibson should be exonerated of all charges pertaining to the controversy. 
If anybody wants to make a motion to keep him out of office later on I will have no 
objection. 

Chairman Welinder: We will vote on the motion. 

..- Record vote was cast and the motion was lost: 10 for and 12 against, 3 not 
voting... ; 

Oates (210-220): To be consistent I now move that Fellow Worker Gibson be 
expelled from the I. W. W.- 

Murray (120): I second the motion. 

Broman (120): I offer an amendment that he be found guilty of neglect of 
duty as a G. E. B. member and prevented from holding any position in the general 
organization for three years. : 

Rumbaugh (Small I. U.’s): I second the motion. 

.-. Record vote was taken and the amendment was carried: 14 for and 11 
against... 


CASE OF PEO MONOLDI 
Thursday Afternoon Session, November 6th 


Chairman Welinder: ‘The next is the case of Peo Monoldi. 

Erwin (230): Seeing that Monoldi is not a G. E. B. member, but is secretary 
of an I. U. it is the I. U. that will have to deal with him. 

Chairman Welinder: You had him up for a hearing and I think it is fitting 
you make some disposition of it. 

Wann (110): I move you that Fellow Worker Monoldi be exonerated of all 
allegations and accusations made against him with regard to this controversy. 

Swanson (310): I second the motion. 

Gray (110): Every delegate has had the same thing circulated against him, 
because we had allegations circulated against us. Peo Monoldi was not on trial. He 
was here as a witness. Are you going to dispose of the case of every witness? 

Chairman Welinder: When he was brought up here on the floor it was explicitly 
stated that he was to be considered a part of the G. E. B. It is in the verbatim 
report. 

Mann (110): It has been stated that Fellow Worker Monoldi made a motion 
in the G. E. B. meeting, and he has been accused of that all over the country. It 
has been proven that Fellow Worker Monoldi didn’t make any motion or didn’t sit 
as a G. E. B. member there. That is why I say he should be exonerated of these 
allegations and accusations. 

Leonard (310): In what bulletin was it printed? 

Mann (110): It was read on the floor here. 

... The question was called for and the motion was carried: 21 for and 1 
against. Murray (120) and Grad (120) not voting... 


229 


CASE OF J. A. GRIFFITH 
Thursday Afternoon Session, November 6th 


Chairman Welinder: Griffith should be the last case. What is your pleasure 
regarding Fellow Worker Griffith? 

Erwin (230): I move that Fellow Worker Griffith be found guilty and stand 
expelled. 

Henrikson (330): I second the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: Any discussion? 

Oates (210-220): What is the matter? Doesn’t anybody want to get up? 

There was no money on the other side and he comes down here and splits it all 
inside out. Certainly there ought to be some severe action against a man that would 
go that far. He is a man that is easily led. He went so far as to say he would sign 
a statement over his own signature denying these things that went in the bulletin, 
Don’t you think that means a little something? Ido. I would be consistent. 

‘Chairman Welinder: I think we are where we started this morning. I appeal to 
the maker of the motion to make it state whether he is guilty or innocent. 

Hanson (110): Griffith certainly is guilty. Where he signed his name to that 
injunction, that at least is enough. It is not a matter of dispute. It is proven not 
only by the fact that his name is on the injunction but it went into effect and is 
still in effect in the I. W. W. headquarters and there is no money. 

Chairman Welinder: I am going to vote against the motion and I want to state 
explicitly that it doesn’t exonerate Griffith, but you are doing the same thing you 
did this morning, connecting it up with the question of guilt and innocence in the 
same motion. 

Oates (210-220): Then I make a motion that Fellow Worker Griffith be found 
guilty of all the charges preferred against him. 

Chairman Welinder: You had the floor once. 

Swanson (310): I am going to vote against this motion for the same reason 
I voted against the motion of Fellow Worker Fisher. I might be in favor of one 
part of the motion and not in favor of the other. Therefore, I have to vote against 
it. 

Oates (210-220): Do you rule that motion out of order? 

Chairman Welinder: No, I must rule so because you had the floor once. 

Oates (210-220): I mean the first motion. 

Henrikson (830): I withdraw my second to Erwin’s motion and also declare 
his motion out of order. 

Chairman Welinder: Is Fellow Worker Erwin willing to withdraw? 

Erwin (230): No. 

Chairman Welinder: It is not out of order. 

Mann (110): I amend the motion that we find Griffith guilty of sponsoring and 
applying for an injunction in order to settle internal matters in the I. W. W. (No 
second) . 

Then I make a motion that he be found guilty as charged. 

Nelson (310): I am in favor of the motion. I am going to vote in favor of 
expelling Fellow Worker Griffith for the same reason I voted to expel Fellow Worker 
Fisher. ; 

Broman (120): What are the charges? The first motion said that we find him 
guilty, and the next says that we find him guilty as charged. 

...Chariman Welinder read the charges... 

Broman (120): .I wish to state that the last charge is false. You can’t reason- 
ably accuse that man of refusing to settle the controversy by the convention. 

Gray (110): According to the evidence brought up here he did seem willing to 
have the convention settle it. Is there any evidence to show why it has not been 
brought to this floor? I asked for the floor to make a motion before the amendment 
was made. I asked for the floor to table the motion. 
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Leonard (310): I don’t want to see any more of this jackpot business. It 
is the fault of the Chairman of the Sixteenth Convention. He made a rule that 
we find him guilty or not guilty, and then a motion came up and I guess he got 
excited. 

Chairman Welinder: JI cannot make any rules. The rules are laid down by the 
Rules Committee. I only appealed for them to make such motions, and you can 
ignore them then if you don’t like them. 

‘ Broman (120): I make an amendment to the amendment that Griffith be 
found guilty on all charges except the one of refusing to settle the controversy 
by the convention. 

Leonard (810): Were there not several days that this convention went on and 
Griffith didn’t come here and speak. I think we all know what brought Griffith here. 

... The question was called for... 

Broman (120): I am not trying to stick up for Griffith, not by a damn sight. 
I know he violated every principle of the I. W. W. when he signed his name to 
that document appealing for the injunction in the capitalist court to settle a squabble 
between officials of the organization, but I must state this: I cannot stand here 
and in justice to myself declare him guilty of refusing to let the convention settle 
the controversy, as I don’t consider that a just charge against him. In regard to 
all the others, I consider him guilty, absolutely. 

Jordan (110): I make a substitute for the whole, that Griffith be found guilty 
on all charges. 

... The question was called for... 

Jordan (110): Fellow Worker Griffith when these charges were drawn up had 
not committed a crime. If he had not violated the principles of the constitution 
no doubt there would be no charges preferred against him. It has no doubt been 
proven here that he did violate these charges and is guilty of them. He was 
notified about this convention when it was called to order on the third day of October 
and he never appeared; he ignored you then. It is just the same as if I were 
going out here now like in Fellow Worker Fisher’s case, if he had come up and told 
you he didn’t violate the constitution, but he did say, “I violated it two or three 
months ago,” but then he goes on to say, “but I am sorry.” Then you find him 
not guilty. So I have to substitute that Griffith be found guilty on all the charges 
preferred against him. But I couldn’t get a second to my motion. 

We know why Griffith came here, and for my part I am going to vote to expel 
him from the organization. He is a very dangerous man to have hanging around 
such an organization as the I. W. W. 

Mann (110): Will you read the amendment? 

... The amendment was read... 

Mann (110): I have nothing to say, it speaks for itself. In spite of what Fellow 
Worker Jordan said, I really think Charge No. 5 could be modified, but what is 
the difference, he is guilty of Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

...The motion and the amendment were read... 

Chairman Welinder: We will vote on the amendment. ' 

_.. Record vote was demanded and the amendment was carried: 20 for and 5 
against. 

Jordan (110): Do we have to vote on the original motion now? 

Chairman Welinder: No, the amendment carries the motion. 

Henrikson (330): I move that J. A. Griffith stand expelled from the organization. 

Murray (120):*‘ I second the motion. 


Gray (110): I make an amendment to the motion, that Fellow Worker Griffith 
stand expelled without a referendum vote because of his own request. 

Chuba (440): I second the motion. 

Henrikson (330): A point of order. The amendment is out of order. 


| Chairman Welinder: The amendment is out of order on the erounds that it 
has no bearing on the disciplinary action that is to be taken on Fellow Worker 
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Griffith. No matter whether you want to send it out on a referendum ballot or 
not, it has no bearing on this case. 

Gray (110): If the amendment is out of order J will have to talk against the 
motion now that I have the floor. 

Griffith is in the same place as Rowan and the rest. You voted to put them on 
the referendum. If these names go out in the field the membership is going to 
squawk, “Why didn’t you put him on the referendum?” There is enough squawking 
now. In order to clear the matter up you can state the motion that Griffith re- 
quested he should not go on the referendum. It can be brought up later as another 
motion. - I think it is in order now. Of course, that is only a matter of opinion on 
my part. : 

Chairman Welinder: I am going to vote against this motion, and for one explicit 
reason—the way this trial has been conducted here this afternoon, and I hope 
sincerely the matter goes out to the membership. I am not afraid to be shown in 
the verbatim report for what I am doing here. 

Gray (110): You have made some insinuations there. I said there will be 
a squawk because the Rowan case went on the referendum. Don’t you understand 
good English? 

Chairman Welinder: Yes, but I seldom hear it. 

Fisher (110): I want to speak on the motion. 

Chairman Welinder: On one side you will find all kinds of insinuating remarks 
about ignorance, feeble-mindedness and the like, have come up in the last few min- 
utes, and on the other side they ery to crucify him. Certainly I am in favor of 
expelling Griffith, but I would not deal out one kind of justice to one side and 
something different to another. 

Murray (120): There is a reason why I seconded that motion. It does not 
state to go on a referendum, because Griffith said he does not want his name on a 
referendum. As far as Fellow Worker Griffith is concerned, I don’t want to see 
him in any organization I am in. As for making a squawk, this convention can 
never stop the squawking. When these men get in the field the squawk will be there. 

Fisher (110): I thought it would not be necessary for me to take the floor on 
the question, but it seems that some people want to shield somebody. Now I claim 
that an act of one individual in one case and an act of another individual in another 
case are not the same. A child realizes that. In one case the act might be a minor 
infraction of some rule, some law, some constitution, and in the other case it may 
be an act of treason. : 

As far as I am concerned, I am a revolutionist. As a revolutionist I claim the 
action, over this Griffith, I don’t want to call him a fellow worker for his is treason 
to every principle of the working class and to the organization, and I say he is 
not a revolutionist, and I am going to vote—I can only cast a vote, but I would like 
to cast something else. Every nation in the world, you know what they do to a 
traitor; in Germany, United States, Belgium, Ireland, Mexico, and all countries it 
is the same, whether it be in Mexico, in Ireland, whether it is among the Eskimos 
or the Hottentots. ; - 

Erwin (230): I am going to vote to expel Griffith because I think he should 
be expelled, and I am going to be consistent, which I have been all day. I didn’t 
vote to find a man guilty of violating the constitution and then turn around and 
find another man guilty of misconduct in office and tie an amendment on him. I 
voted consistently and will do so all the way through. 

... Record vote was called for... 

Chairman Welinder: We will have the motion read. 

... Recording Secretary McCarthy read the motion... 

... Record vote was cast and the motion was carried: 23 for and 2 against. 

Chairman Welinder: I want to be recorded in the minutes as voting “no” on 
account of action taken in previous cases here. 

Grad (120): Record me the same way for the same reason. 
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